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Chapter 1 Introduction 
 
In this thesis, the effect of legislation on the engagement with local indigenous 
peoples during archaeological heritage management projects in the Andean region of 
Bolivia will be examined. By examining three case studies, it will be discussed 
whether and how different perspectives and uses of an archaeological site are 
considered when decisions are made regarding the management of the site.1 The 
dominant heritage discourse, based on Western traditions, forms often the basis of 
heritage legislation, also in former settler societies, such as Bolivia. This discourse 
focuses on physical conservation and scientific research, valuing materiality 
primarily. But indigenous peoples, who often have a strong interest in an 
archaeological site, might have different perspectives on the past, value the site 
differently and might integrate the site in their cultural traditions. Although the 
dominant discourse has changed over the last few decades, acknowledging 
increasingly the religious and cultural significance of material culture, it remains the 
question whether the discourse present in the legislation is really challenged by 
integrating local, indigenous perspectives during projects. In this thesis, I will first 
examine the relevant legislation of Bolivia. Relevant for the subject discussed here, 
is, firstly, the legislation on archaeological heritage management, to see which 
discourse is present. Secondly, the legislation on indigenous peoples’ rights is of 
importance, to study the nature of these rights and their development over the last two 
decades. I have selected three archaeological heritage management projects as case 
studies. In all of these three, the local indigenous community was involved in the 
project in a certain way. These case study projects took place within the last decade 
of the twentieth century and the first decade of the twenty-first century. I will 
                                                 
1 In this thesis, decisions regarding the management of an archaeological site can refer to all aspects 
related to how is dealt with archaeological remains. These aspects can include the nature of 
archaeological research, the knowledge production processes, the presentation of information, the use 
of and access to the site, among other elements. 
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examine the articles written about these projects, analyse the results from a 
questionnaire and use additional sources, including ethnographical studies. In this 
way I will analyse the effect of the Bolivian legislation on the engagement with local 
indigenous people during archaeological heritage management projects. 
 
According to Skeates, “archaeologists generally believe in the ‘conservation ethic’” 
(2000, 62). These archaeologists see the archaeological heritage as a resource which 
is limited and threatened and “which should, as far as possible, be managed in such a 
way that it is protected and preserved for future generations – of scholars in 
particular” (Skeates 2000, 62-63). The conservation ethic originates from the period 
of major developments in the 1960s and the environmental protection policies of the 
1970s (Cleere 2000, 2-4; Smith and Waterton 2009, 26-27; see Lipe 1974). This 
particular approach to archaeological heritage places “emphasis (...) upon the material 
and tangible which are earmarked as crucial markers of heritage and identity” (Smith 
and Waterton 2009, 27).  It has formed the basis of various (inter)national legislation 
and charters, like the Venice charter2 of the International Committee on Monuments 
and Sites (ICOMOS) of 1965 (Skeates 2000, 63; Smith and Waterton 2009, 32). As a 
result of these international documents, the perspective on material remains as 
archaeological resource is being applied worldwide, though it developed mainly in 
Europe (Skeates 2000, 64). 
 From the late 1970s and 1980s on, different perspectives on archaeological 
heritage were being acknowledged as well. This development, from a focus on 
archaeological resource, the conservation ethic, and universally shared values to a 
more inclusive approach, “broadening (...) the meaning of expert” (Jameson 2008, 
430) has been linked to the developments in archaeological theory (Endere 2007, 19-
20; Smith 2008). Within processual archaeology it was believed that an objective 
knowledge of the past could be gained by using scientific methods. From the late 
                                                 
2 International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites. 
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1970s, postprocessual archaeologists expressed their postmodernist critique on that 
notion. Postprocessualists argued that knowledge about the past is subjective and that 
multiple perspectives on the past are thus possible. According to Jameson, “[f]or 
many cultural heritage specialists, “value sets” are changing from traditional 
definitions for the historic, archaeological, and scientific, to incorporate intangibles 
such as aesthetic, artistic, spiritual, and other values stemming from introspection” 
(2008, 430). Also of influence to the development of archaeological heritage 
management were the increasing claims of indigenous peoples over their cultural 
heritage (Thomas 2008, 142). During the 1980s and early 1990s, indigenous peoples 
started to express their dissatisfaction with the existing power relations, caused by the 
international policies that defined heritage as an archaeological resource which is in 
possession of the national or international community (Smith and Waterton 2009, 
35).  
Although different values and different perspectives on archaeological sites 
are now more widely acknowledged, the question arises how this is resolved in the 
practice of the management of these sites. The different values often contradict and 
can therefore rarely all be considered entirely when decisions regarding the 
management of a site have to be made. As Skeates puts it: 
“Within Western culture, ancient physical remains are generally 
valued highly as ‘archaeological’ resources, produced by past 
societies, which should be preserved and exploited in the present 
for purposes such as: historical education, tourism and national 
identity. But according to the beliefs of many indigenous peoples, 
it is the ongoing spiritual dimension of these often transitory 
remains that makes them so vital to their religious lives and their 
sense of social and individual identity, and, as a consequence, 
worthy of special treatment” (Skeates 2000, 77, emphasis in 
original). 
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The power relations determine which values will be dominant and thus which 
decisions will be made regarding the management of the particular site. Indigenous 
peoples often have more “complex and compelling interests” (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 
and Ferguson 2008, 8) in the particular sites than the archaeological community. 
However, the (international) legislation and policies regarding archaeological heritage 
management are based on Western perspectives in which archaeologists are seen as 
the experts and materiality, age and scientific significance, the intrinsic value, are 
considered to be the main values (Smith and Waterton 2009, 32-33). During the 
1990s, conservation charters and guidelines started to incorporate other values of 
material culture than just the archaeological value (Wharton 2005, 200). Social 
values, embedded in the material culture, are acknowledged as well, like those values 
related to living traditions and active use of sites (Wharton 2005, 201). A well-known 
example of such guidelines is the Australia ICOMOS (International Council on 
Monuments and Sites) Burra Charter (ICOMOS 1999). But according to Wharton, it 
is rare that the power to manage archaeological remains is transferred voluntarily to 
indigenous representatives (Wharton 2005, 200-201). Legal documents, like the 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (United States 
of America 1990), are often needed to realise the change in power relations (Wharton 
2005, 200-201).  
In this respect, it also has to be noted in my opinion that indigenous peoples’ 
rights are now acknowledged in international legislation, through the International 
Labour Organisation (ILO) Convention no. 169 Concerning Indigenous and Tribal 
Peoples in Independent Countries (1989). Though not specifically directed to 
archaeological sites, it does state that indigenous peoples should be consulted and be 
able to participate in projects that affect them. They also should give their free and 
informed consent to these projects. In my view, archaeological heritage management 
projects can affect the sociocultural and religious lives of local indigenous peoples in 
significant ways. 
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To achieve a change in the power relations during archaeological heritage 
management projects and to challenge the dominant heritage discourse, local 
indigenous communities have to become involved in such projects. Although the 
notion of community is well-presented in national and international policies, “this 
rhetoric is rarely as engaging in practice” (Smith and Waterton 2009, 31). 
Communities are often involved in archaeological projects in a passive way, like as 
field workers, supervised by archaeological professionals (Smith and Waterton 2009, 
31). The practice of public or outreach archaeology, for instance, is often seen as 
beneficial because it raises awareness among the local community about the value of 
the archaeological resource (Moser et al. 2002, 223). As a result, there are less acts of 
vandalism and looting on the site and the archaeological resource is better preserved. 
However, during this type of projects, the education is only one way: archaeologists 
presenting their perspectives and the results of their research to the local community. 
There is no mutual exchange of perspectives on archaeological remains and its 
management, and the professionals retain their power.  
On the other hand, when “at every step in a project at least partial control 
remains with the community”, a project can be named community archaeology 
(Marshall 2002, 212). Although presentation of results is often an important element 
as well, there are other aspects part of such projects that result in a more mutual 
relationship and leaves more power with the local community (Moser et al. 2002). 
Important elements are, for example, communication and collaboration, a continuous 
dialogue between archaeologists and the local community; employment and training, 
which results in more control in the decision-making regarding what is presented to 
the public for instance; and oral history, “providing [project participants] with more 
diverse cultural interpretations of the evidence and facilitating the construction of a 
total life history of the site” (Moser et al. 2002, 236). This shows that the level of 
involvement, of control by local indigenous peoples, determines whether different 
perspectives on the past and on archaeological remains are being considered and 
whether the dominant heritage discourse is really challenged. 
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1.1 Research topic 
The topic of this thesis originates from a variety of experiences and research interests. 
During my undergraduate, studying Ancient History, I participated in archaeological 
excavations, in a context where local people broadly shared my own perspectives on 
the past and its remains. In 2009, however, I experienced the perseverance of an 
indigenous community to protect their living traditions which were connected to that 
past. The people of the North-Andean community of La Chimba (Ecuador) realised 
that their traditions were disappearing because of influences from outside. A group of 
young people of that community initiated a project, determined to safeguard their 
cultural traditions. This experience motivated me to change the regional focus of my 
studies to the Andean region, to be able to study aspects of cultural continuity, and 
additionally I directed my attention to heritage management issues.  
As part of my graduate studies, I did research on the diversity of impacts of 
mining activities on local indigenous communities in Peru. This made clear to me that 
actions and legal measures based on Western perspectives can have a severe impact 
on the cultural and religious life of indigenous peoples. In the summer of 2011, I 
participated in the Tell Balata Archaeologial Park project in Palestine. It raised my 
interest in collaboration with local communities during archaeological projects, how 
these projects can take form and what the uses are. Finally, I wrote an essay about the 
concept of subsistence digging. This discussed how different perceptions of 
archaeological remains can question the illegality of looting activities. If “seeds of 
ancestors” (Matsuda 1998) are harvested, are the people who conduct these activities 
destroying their cultural heritage? The idea for the research topic of this thesis 
resulted directly from that final essay, but was influenced by the other described 
experiences as well. I wondered whether local indigenous perspectives are integrated 
in the management of a site by involving local communities during archaeological 
heritage management projects.  
So, why did I choose Bolivia as the focus of this research? This choice 
originated from the initial plan to make a comparison between the situation in Bolivia 
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and Argentina. These two countries both ratified the ILO Convention no. 169 and the 
south-western respectively north-western parts of these countries are part of the same 
archaeological region, the South Central Andean region (of which Northern Chile 
forms the remaining part, although sometimes Southern Peru is also considered part 
of it). But Bolivia and Argentina also have major dissimilarities. The most relevant 
one in this discussion is the percentage of indigenous people in the state’s population: 
in Bolivia they make up 65%3 of the total population, while in Argentina they only 
form around 1,5%4. Another major difference is the fact that Bolivia can be 
considered the poorest and least developed country of the continent,5 also in contrast 
to Argentina. The different situations in both states might have had effects on the 
national legislation and policy concerning heritage management and indigenous 
peoples. This would mean that indigenous people belonging to the same cultural 
group, sharing a common history, are possibly facing different regulations because 
they are living in different nation states. 
But this comparison turned out to become very complicated because the 
relevant legislation in Argentina differs per province, even per municipality (see 
Endere 2007). On the other hand, Bolivian legislation that is related to indigenous 
peoples’ rights developed significantly over the last two decades, and over the last 
few years, president Evo Morales created an image of a plurinational, decolonised 
state. This made me question, did these recent developments change the practice of 
archaeology? Are indigenous cultural traditions and perspectives on archaeology 
increasingly influencing the practice of heritage management in this country?  
                                                 
3 According to the 2001 census of the Instituto Nacional de Estadística (INE, National Institute of 
Statistics). Available online: http://apps.ine.gob.bo/censo/entrance.jsp?FIRST_FLG=on, last accessed 
14 June 2012. 
4 According to the Encuesta Complementaria de Pueblos Indígenas (ECPI, Complementary Survey of 
Indigenous Peoples) 2004-2005 of the Instituto Nacional de Estadísticas y Censos (INDEC, National 
Institute of Statistics and Censuses). Available online: 
http://www.indec.gov.ar/webcenso/ECPI/index_ecpi.asp, last accessed 14 June 2012. 
5 Yates (2011b, 299) makes this statement based on the Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) of the 
United Nations Development program (UNDP). 
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To examine this, I chose three case studies which took place within the last 
two decades. Because of large differences between the highland and the lowland 
indigenous peoples of Bolivia, I narrowed the regional focus to the Andean region. 
As ethnographical research was not feasible for practical reasons, I chose projects 
which were described in articles, highlighting the community aspects. Additionally, 
to be able to gather additional information, there had to be possibilities to contact the 
archaeologists who conducted the project.  
In an earlier stage, I was referred to Sociedad de Investigación del Arte 
Rupestre de Bolivia (SIARB, Bolivian Rock Art Research Society). This research 
society had conducted several projects with community involvement. I had selected a 
recent project of this society as a case study for my research which I planned to 
compare with a similar one in Argentina. As I was now focussing on Bolivia, I had to 
select two other projects, outside of this organisation. These were primarily selected 
because of the project’s articles that highlighted the community involvement. After 
receiving positive replies on my question to the authors of these articles whether they 
wished to contribute to my research by filling out a questionnaire, I made the final 
selection of Ch’isi, Lakaya and Lajasmayu (figure 1).6  
The Ch’isi project took place in 1993-1994 in the Lake Titicaca Basin and 
entailed the consolidation and reconstruction of a semi-subterranean temple. From 
1996 until 2002, the project at Lakaya was conducted, in the Southwestern area of 
Bolivia, near Salar de Uyuni, a popular tourist destination. This project was about the 
sustainable development of an archaeological site for integration in the tourist circuit 
of that area. Finally, the Lajasmayu project was also situated in the Southwest, close 
to the city of Betanzos. This project took place from 2008 until 2011 and aimed at 
creating an archaeological park at a rock art site. 
 
                                                 
6 I deliberately did not choose Tiwanaku as a case study, because this archaeological site is a special 
case. It was for a long time the focus of Bolivian archaeology, it has been used for nation building 
purposes, it was used for the inauguration ceremony of Evo Morales and it is one of the two 
archaeological World Heritage sites of Bolivia. 
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Figure 1 Map of Bolivia with indications of the locations of the three case study projects: Ch’isi (1), Lakaya 
(2) and Lajasmayu (3) (adapted from United Nations Carthographic section, available online: 
http://www.un.org/depts/Cartographic/map/profile/bolivia.pdf, last accessed 29 April 2012). 
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1.2 Research question, aims and methodology 
I defined the following research question: What is the effect of the legislation in 
Bolivia on the engagement with indigenous peoples during archaeological heritage 
management projects? The aims of this thesis are defined as follows: 
- To explore the nature of differences between the dominant heritage discourse and 
indigenous heritage discourses 
- To investigate the Bolivian legal framework on archaeological heritage management 
and indigenous peoples’ rights 
- To examine the level of involvement of local indigenous communities during 
archaeological heritage management projects  
- To analyse the effect of national legislation on the engagement with indigenous 
peoples during archaeological heritage management projects 
 
To be able to achieve these goals and to answer the research question, I used several 
methods of research. Firstly, to encounter the differences among heritage discourses 
and how this affects the practice of heritage management, I conducted a literature 
study. This included secondary literature on theories relating to the dominant heritage 
discourse and indigenous heritage discourses, to the practice of decolonisation and to 
community archaeology. Together, this resulted in the theoretical framework for this 
thesis, which is presented in Chapter 2. 
 Secondly, to examine the relevant legislation of Bolivia, I studied several 
legal documents. To be able to select the relevant pieces of legislation, I made use of 
the studies of Yates (2011a; 2011b) and Torres (2006) primarily. Yates studied the 
legal framework concerning archaeological heritage management by systematically 
examining every piece of legal document related to this topic. The study of Torres 
focused more on the protection of indigenous culture in cultural heritage legislation. 
Though the latter was very useful, it obviously did not discuss the most recent 
developments, as the article was published in 2006. This gap was partly filled by 
legal documents that were discussed by Yates. Additionally I consulted documents 
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that were available online (Fundación UNIR Bolivia 2009; Sociedad de Arqueología 
de La Paz n.d). As said, I used these studies and documents to be able to make a 
selection of relevant legislation. The legal documents had to apply to archaeological 
heritage management projects, directly or indirectly. I examined these selected legal 
documents more carefully, and analysed them, also making use of secondary 
literature. The result is a legal framework for examination of the three case studies. 
That framework is presented in Chapter 3. 
 Thirdly, I had to examine the level of involvement of local indigenous 
communities during the projects I had selected as case studies. This examination was 
based on the information presented in the articles about the specific projects. 
Additionally, I intended to consult multiple people involved in these projects to gain 
supplementary primary information. My aim was to gather as many different 
perspectives on the three archaeological sites as well as experiences on the course of 
the respective projects. Ideally, this would have entailed ethnographical research in 
the respective communities, but this was not an option for practical reasons. As a 
result, I had to adjust my methodology.  
 With the aim in mind to collect information on the perspectives and 
experiences of different stakeholders, I chose to develop a questionnaire. I 
purposefully chose this method over the method of conducting interviews for a 
number of reasons. Firstly, questionnaires can be easily distributed through e-mail 
and thus reach multiple people. Secondly, questionnaires are more easily accessible. 
It gives people time to think about their answers, feeling less pressure. Thirdly, if I 
had decided to conduct interviews, I could only have done this on a sufficient level in 
English. Consequently, Spanish-speaking respondents would have been either left out 
or less detailed interviewed. For these three reasons, sending questionnaires through 
e-mail was the most appropriate method in this case. 
 I was aware, though, of the fact that interviewing people has major benefits. 
Interviews would have given me the possibility to guide the conversation, to ask 
follow-up questions, to ask for clarifications or give clarifications to my questions 
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where needed, et cetera. Nonetheless, for my research, the diversity of perspectives 
was more relevant than the level of detail of a limited number of perspectives.  
 So, I developed a questionnaire with open questions (see Appendix I). This 
document was sent to the persons I had contact with, which were all three (one of the) 
project leader(s) of the respective projects. I communicated with them in English and 
asked them whether they could forward the questionnaire to other participants of the 
project. I attached a Spanish version of the questionnaire in the same document. In 
this way, respondents who would prefer a Spanish version would have had it 
available immediately and would not have to ask for a translation or use the English 
version which might then be misinterpreted. Combining the two versions in one 
document also facilitates forwarding, both from English-speaking to Spanish-
speaking people as the other way around. 
 Unfortunately, the document was not forwarded by the initial contact persons 
and I only received limited reply from those initial respondents. Sergio J. Chávez 
indicated that the members of the Ch’isi community do not have e-mail access and he 
only occasionally has contact with a specific individual by telephone. The Bolivian 
co-researcher of the project was retired and not available for contact, according to 
Chávez. Though this limited my data on different perspectives, I received an 
extensive reply on my questionnaire by Chávez (see Appendix II), followed by 
answers to additional questions by e-mail. 
 For the Lakaya project, I had contact with Axel E. Nielsen. He agreed to fill 
out my questionnaire, but unfortunately he was not able to reply in the following 
weeks. It was thus also not forwarded. I was able to find contact information of one 
of the co-authors of the article about the project, which was a member of one of the 
involved communities. I contacted him via e-mail in Spanish. He was willing to 
collaborate, but unfortunately was not able to fill out the questionnaire in time. 
Relevant though is the element of co-authorship. In contrast to the other two projects, 
here the article was written by archaeologist Nielsen and a member of each of the two 
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communities involved in the project. This makes the article less a presentation of a 
single perspective on the project, but more a combined perspective.  
 For the Lajasmayu project, I received an answer to my questionnaire by 
Matthias Strecker (see Appendix III), although these answers were limited and I 
could not ask follow-up questions via e-mail. However, I received the final report on 
the project, which did supply additional relevant information. Unfortunately, also in 
this case, the questionnaire was not forwarded, as Strecker did not expect people from 
the involved communities to reply.  
 To be able to examine related issues, I complemented the gathered data 
through consultation of secondary literature on ethnographical and archaeological 
studies as well as sources which gave more information on tourism aspects. The latter 
were present in all three case studies. The ethnographical studies did clarify 
indigenous perspectives on the specific archaeological sites. The archaeological 
studies gave additional information on the archaeological interpretation and 
significance of the sites. The results of the examination of the three case studies of 
this research are presented and analysed in Chapter 4. 
 Finally, in Chapter 5 answers to the research question are formulated and the 
results are discussed. Besides the presentation of these conclusions, the methodology 
is evaluated and suggestions for further research are given.  
 
1.3 The term ‘indigenous peoples’ 
Before I continue, the term ‘indigenous peoples’ needs further clarification. It is a 
very complicated term and each attempt to define it, will have its shortcomings. 
Therefore I will present a few definitions. Shortly, “the term indigenous refers 
broadly to the living descendants of preinvasion inhabitants of lands now dominated 
by others” (Anaya 2004, 3). This is clear, but very simple stated and the definition 
needs further elaboration: 
[Indigenous peoples] are indigenous because their ancestral roots 
are embedded in the lands in which they live, or would like to live, 
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much more deeply than the roots of more powerful sectors of 
society living in the same lands or in close proximity. Furthermore, 
they are peoples to the extent they comprise distinct communities 
with a continuity of existence and identity that links them to the 
communities tribes, or nations of their ancestral past.” (Anaya 
2004, 3, emphasis in original).  
The following definition is also useful to quote as it is from the only international 
legally binding document on indigenous peoples’ rights. The ILO 169 Convention 
states that it applies to: 
“peoples in independent countries who are regarded as indigenous 
on account of their descent from the populations which inhabited 
the country, or a geographical region to which the country belongs, 
at the time of conquest or colonisation or the establishment of 
present state boundaries and who, irrespective of their legal status, 
retain some or all of their own social, economic, cultural and 
political institutions.” 
Sylvain argues, based on the study of international documents such as the ILO 
Convention, that there are “four broad criteria for identifying indigenous peoples: (1) 
genealogical heritage (i.e., historical continuity with prior occupants of a region); (2) 
political, economic, or “structural” marginalization (i.e., nondominance); (3) cultural 
attributes (i.e., being “culturally distinct”); and (4) self-identification” (2002, 1075). 
It are these four criteria that form the base of my use of the term ‘indigenous peoples’ 
as well. In this research, self-identification is essential, and associated with the wish 
to determine their own way of existence, often based on their cultural traditions. It is 
important to realise that ‘indigenous’ is not the name originally used by the people for 
self-identification. It is a term resulting from the colonial period. Therefore, it is 
sometimes perceived as oppressing. Different terms are used around the world, 
including Native Americans and Aboriginals for instance. But because of the 
theoretical discussions, which are not regionally specific, I chose to use the more 
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widely used term of indigenous peoples. Where possible I will use the specific names 
by which groups of indigenous peoples self-identify, like Quechua and Aymara. 
 Regarding the term indigenous peoples, I purposeful chose to write it without 
a capital ‘I’ and to use the plural form. The latter is done to emphasise the multitude 
of indigenous groups internationally. It has been argued that indigenous should be 
capitalised, “emphasis[ing] the nationhood of individual groups” (Smith and Wobst 
2005, 16n1) and because “it is a display of solidarity for the cause of Indigenous 
empowerment” (Yates 2011a, 8). Although as much as I wish to show solidarity for 
that cause, I do not agree that it is done by capitalising the word indigenous. By using 
a capital ‘I’, the suggestion of common nationhood or ethnicity among the different 
indigenous peoples around the world is created. It would suggest homogeneity 
instead of heterogeneity, while the latter is often the reason to choose the plural form. 
Terms like black, white, indigenous and mestizo are not capitalised; English, African, 
Dutch and Quechua are, as they refer to specific ethnic or national groupings.  
 Additionally, when I refer to (local) communities, I mean the local people, 
living close to the archaeological site of discussion. This group of people might 
include indigenous people who are part of that community. I will not use 
communities in the sense of stakeholders, unless otherwise stated. 
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Chapter 2 Heritage discourses, decolonising practices and 
community involvement: the theoretical framework 
 
In this chapter I will present the theoretical framework that forms the base for this 
thesis. I will argue why engagement with indigenous people during archaeological 
heritage management projects is essential. Therefore I will discuss the dominant 
discourse on heritage and the differences with indigenous discourses. Also, I will 
point out the call for decolonising and indigenous archaeology. Subsequently, I will 
argue that in order to decolonise the heritage management practice, real engagement 
with indigenous communities is required and, thus, the level of involvement of these 
communities during a project is decisive.  
 
2.1 Dominant heritage discourse 
“There is, really, no such thing as heritage” (Smith 2006, 11). With this statement 
Laurajane Smith (2006) wants the reader of her book Uses of Heritage to start 
realizing that a single understanding of the concept of heritage does not exist. She 
highlights the “discursive nature” of the concept, heritage being a “set of values and 
meanings” instead of a “thing” (Smith 2006, 11). In this way, Smith wants to 
demonstrate that the Western notion of heritage is just one set of values and 
meanings. This particular set did become the dominant way of perceiving heritage 
and speaking about it. This discourse formed the basis of international and national 
legislation and of professional policies in the world of archaeology and heritage 
management. As a result, these legislation and policies grant the experts 
(archaeologists, heritage management practitioners) the power to care for the heritage 
in a way that matches the dominant way of thinking. Because of this authorisation of 
the discourse, Smith named it the Authorised Heritage Discourse (AHD). 
“The [AHD] focuses attention on aesthetically pleasing material 
objects, sites, places and/or landscapes that current generations 
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‘must’ care for, protect and revere so they may be passed to 
nebulous future generations for their ‘education’, and to forge a 
sense of common identity based on the past.” (Smith 2006, 29) 
So, in the dominant, Western discourse, heritage is valued on the base of its 
artistic and aesthetic values and its authenticity and age (Smith and Waterton 2009, 
27). It is this assumed innate value and meaning of material culture that has led to the 
conservation ethic that dominates the Western heritage discourse (Byrne 1991; Smith 
2006; Smith and Waterton 2009; Wharton 2005, 200). This conservation, thus, 
“focuses on objects rather than the cultures that create and continue to use them” 
(Wharton 2005, 199). 
The origin of this conservation ethic lies in the Renaissance and 
Enlightenment (Cleere 1989, 7). Studying ancient history, the notion of cultural 
continuity came into being. This notion implies that the material remains of that 
ancient past are seen as the evidence of the links of contemporary societies with 
ancient ones. During the Renaissance, this notion led to the need for conservation of 
these material remains.  
Smith describes in detail how this conservation ethic became institutionalised 
and spread worldwide, which not only established the AHD as such, but also became 
a major element of this discourse (2006, 16-28). As she argues, when the nation states 
emerged in Europe, ancient monuments were protected and managed and national 
collections were shown in museums to help create a national identity. This concern 
for monuments as markers of national identity resulted in the development, at the end 
of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth century, of legislation in the different 
nation states of Europe and in the Unites States to protect these significant buildings. 
Archaeologists played an important role in the development of the different 
monument acts as they were in the position to claim their expertise over material 
remains. The conservation ethic was also taught the public. Additionally, this ethic 
became institutionalised in different organisations which, under the influence of 
Romanticism, mainly looked at aesthetically pleasing, picturesque, historic buildings 
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like churches and rural, elite houses. With the Europeans having worldwide influence 
through their colonies, their conservation ethic became the fundament of the 
legislation concerning heritage in those countries during colonial times. This is also 
stated by Denis Byrne (1991). As an additional, and in his view more important, 
cause for the spread of Western ideas about heritage, Byrne refers to the Western 
hegemony. By using the term hegemony, Byrne argues that the spread was not only 
caused by an imposition of the ideas as a result of the colonial power, but that it was 
also the result of the influence the Western world had in other countries. Western 
countries played, and often still play, an important role on the international stage, 
often more powerful than other countries. 
However, according to Byrne, the spread of this Western discourse can lead to 
problems in the field. These problems are the result of “inappropriate ideology 
transfer” (Byrne 1991, 272). In these cases, Western ideology that is being passed on, 
does not match the indigenous discourse present in the other, non-Western country. 
The conservation ethic is ‘transferred’ but it is not rooted in the indigenous culture. 
The heritage discourses of indigenous peoples often differ in many ways from the 
Western one that is being used in the legislation and policies of heritage management. 
As a result, the proposed heritage measurements and practices can encounter less 
support and understanding from the local population than in countries where these 
practices are more grounded. Of course, also in Western countries problems can 
occur as not every individual shares the same notion of heritage. But for the purpose 
of this thesis, I will limit this discussion to the differences in discourse and its 
implications in relation to indigenous peoples. 
 
2.2 Indigenous heritage discourses 
As explained above, the AHD represents just one set of values and meanings, the one 
that has its origins in Western society and that is authorised by legislation. Besides 
this dominant discourse, there exist many other discourses, related to different groups 
of people. These discourses vary over time, space and within social relations. Within 
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this variety of discourses, different values and meanings are attached to objects and 
events, each time creating a particular conception of heritage. The notions of heritage 
of indigenous peoples can differ significantly from the notion embedded in the AHD. 
These perceptions are grounded in their respective cultural traditions, which differ in 
a considerable way from the Western traditions that led to the conservation ethic. As 
a result, indigenous peoples also have their specific vision on how to manage material 
remains from the past, which might be contradicting the conservation ethic of the 
institutionalised heritage management practice. 
 The different indigenous peoples around the world are so diverse in their 
histories and cultures, that it is impossible to contradict ‘the Western’ with ‘the 
indigenous’ heritage discourse. For example, Wharton notes that while the Zuni 
people, a Native American tribe, consider items used for religious or ceremonial 
purposes as gifts to the Gods which therefore have to disintegrate into the earth, the 
Maori (New Zealand) do wish to preserve material objects as records of past events 
(2005, 199). However, in attempts to clarify major differences between Western and 
indigenous discourses, it has been said that in relation to heritage, indigenous peoples 
often privilege the spiritual and religious while the dominant Western discourse 
attaches primary value to materiality and science (Smith and Wobst 2005b, 5).  
 According to Harris, this is the result of two foundations in indigenous 
worldviews that are dissimilar from the Western approach (2005, 35). Harris, an 
indigenous scholar, argues that the similarities within indigenous worldviews are 
substantial enough to make this comparison (2005, 34; see also Smith 2006, 283). In 
my opinion, this comparison suggests homogeneity among the indigenous peoples 
around the world, as well as among the different groups within Western society, 
which is not a reality, as illustrated by the example of a difference between the Zuni 
and the Maori people. However, I do think the comparison is useful to get a glimpse 
of the nature of differences in worldviews that leads to different heritage discourses. 
 The first dissimilar foundation according to Harris is that in the Western 
world, a distinction is often being made between animate and inanimate while 
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indigenous peoples are less likely to make that distinction (Harris 2005, 35). In their 
view, everything is alive in the same way, containing the same life force, creating 
equality among things Western people often do not see that way. In the Western 
worldview, there is a hierarchy among materials, plants, animals and humans. 
Indigenous peoples often perceive the world as a place in which everything is equal. 
Not only humans, but also animals, plants, rocks and rivers have agency, a will and 
intelligence. 
Secondly, Harris makes the distinction between the holistic perception of the 
world of indigenous peoples and the dichotomous view of the Western people (2005, 
35; see also Mire 2007, 64). Indigenous peoples often consider everything in the 
world to be connected, in space and time. For example, the physical and spiritual 
worlds are not separate but one. In contrast, the Western way of seeing the world is 
commonly in dichotomies, like “animate and inanimate, natural and supernatural, 
man and nature, life and death, past and future, subject and object, observer and 
observed” (Harris 2005, 35).  
This second distinction is also reflected in views on time (Harris 2005, 36). 
As Harris argues, Western people perceive time usually as linear, with clear 
distinctions between past, present and future in which it is only possible to move in 
one direction. Harris contrasts this to the view of many indigenous peoples in which 
people also move in one direction regularly, but they are in addition able to move to 
different moments in time, as long as they are powerful enough. Ayala describes it as, 
“for indigenous populations the past is not behind us. It is not something that stopped 
being or something static; the past is dynamic. The past is perceived as circular: (...) it 
is present all around” (2011, 118). 
 One of the ways these differences in worldviews affect the conception of 
heritage can be seen in the focus on the practice and knowledge instead of the 
materials, actively engaging with the heritage instead of taking the stance of a passive 
gazer (Smith 2006, 31). This can for example be illustrated by the way Somali people 
preserve heritage. “[The local way of preserving heritage] is a striking awareness of 
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heritage as knowledge and an active use of this knowledge in various situations, 
circumstances and contexts” (Mire 2007, 59). For Somali people, the possession and 
preservation of skills and knowledge about material culture is more important than 
having the objects themselves and preserve them. This perception might also have 
contributed to the neglect of tangible cultural heritage in Somalia, according to Mire 
(2007, 63).  
Another example of attaching primary value to a practice associated with 
material culture rather than to the tangible aspects of it is the case of the repainting 
practice by Aboriginals on rock art sites in Western Australia (Bowden 1988, cited by 
Byrne 1991 and Smith 2006, 54). Here the practice of repainting is the element that 
contains value and meaning, not the rock art itself. This became clear when alarm 
bells were ringed by a Western oriented neighbour who argued that the Aboriginals 
were destroying ancient paintings which should be conserved because they are of 
universal value. Here the Western conservation ethic focussing on material things 
clearly came into conflict with the indigenous ethic of conserving the intangible 
aspects, “the living significance of sites” (Byrne 1991, 274). As a result of their 
protest and explanation of the particular interest they had as a group, the Aboriginal 
people could continue performing this repainting practice. 
That different notions of time and a more holistic worldview can have 
ramifications for the practice of heritage management can be illustrated with an 
example from the Atacama region in Northern Chile. According to the Atacameños, 
“the past is in front of our eyes and not behind in a distant and far space; the abuelos 
are from “other times” and “cohabit” with the Atacameños in the present” (Ayala 
2011, 118, emphasises in original). The Atacameños perceive archaeological sites as 
the places where the abuelos, the ancestors, reside (Ayala 2011, 115). These sites, 
and the objects that are present there, should be respected and feared. They should not 
be disturbed, for example by visiting the sites or taking objects away, because both 
the land and the abuelos have the power to catch you, to get you sick. With these 
perceptions in mind, it is not surprising to learn about the protests of the Atacama 
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people directed against archaeologists who conducted excavations and a local 
museum that displayed the human remains, the abuelos (as discussed by Ayala 2011).  
Additionally, this type of historical production, the oral histories related to the 
archaeological sites that define these sites as the places of the abuelos, are often not 
acknowledged as valid knowledge of the past (Ayala 2011, 116). Because of the 
attachment of primary value to the tangible within the AHD, archaeologists often 
only see knowledge about the past gained through the study of material remains or 
historical sources as valid and are hesitant to accept other non-archaeological stories 
about the past (Harris 2005, 37; Watkins 2000, 178; Smith 2006, 284-285). This 
notion is also reflected in the distinction being made between prehistory and history 
in which the presence of written records within a society is the decisive factor. It is a 
practice that many indigenous people find oppressing, because it implies that 
societies that did not develop a writing system “have no history” (Mamami Condori 
1989, 51; see also Wobst 2005, 27). Nonetheless, indigenous peoples often have their 
own ways of producing and transmitting historical knowledge, for example by using 
oral traditions (see for example Echo-Hawk 2000; Green et al. 2003; Mamami 
Condori 1989).  
The examples given here show clearly that different heritage discourses have 
to be considered when defining the management of archaeological sites. It cannot 
simply be assumed that everyone in this world has a similar understanding of the past 
and of the concept of heritage. Yet the Western concept is such widely spread and 
institutionalised. Therefore, we should look for ways of how to incorporate these 
dissimilar approaches to heritage effectively in the practice of heritage management 
at sites where local indigenous peoples have an interest.  
 
2.3 Decolonising and indigenous archaeology 
The dominating position of the Western heritage discourse and the implications of 
different discourses for the practice of archaeology, have not gone unnoticed in the 
archaeological world. In the last decades, several volumes have been published in 
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which the subjects of ‘decolonising archaeology’ and ‘indigenous archaeology’ are 
discussed, displaying alternative visions on archaeology (see for example Bruchac et 
al. 2010; Lydon 2010; Smith 1999; Smith and Wobst 2005a; Watkins 2000). The 
focus on indigenous peoples within the practice of archaeology results from increased 
indigenous activism in the 1970s and 1980s. Indigenous peoples received the help of 
a variety of international organisations and of institutions such as the World 
Archaeological Congress (WAC, see for example the volumes edited by Robert 
Layton (1989a; 1989b)) (Murray 2011, 366). As a result, “indigenous communities 
began to seize control of their present circumstances to create a future where their 
identities and culture would be preserved and enhanced” (Murray 2011, 366). 
 Decolonising archaeology is about the political nature of archaeology. As 
Claire Smith and H. Martin Wobst name it in the introduction to their co-edited 
volume, “archaeology is a colonialist endeavour” (2005b, 5). Archaeology and the 
related heritage management profession are practices which have been developed in 
Western societies and therefore are based on Western points of view, values and ways 
of gaining knowledge, as is argued above. When archaeology is performed in former 
settler societies where the past of (primarily) the indigenous people of that area is 
being investigated, this research is also often done with Western perspectives on the 
past and on heritage in mind. The archaeological research that is being conducted, is 
research done “about” indigenous people. The goal of decolonising the profession is 
to develop an indigenous archaeology which would entail research “with” and “for” 
indigenous people instead (Smith and Wobst 2005b, 15; Wobst 2005, 17). By doing 
that, the colonial nature of archaeology should be minimised and indigenous people 
would regain control of their pasts and their heritage.  
As Joe Watkins states, “mutual education” (2000, 171) is essential in this 
process of decolonisation. It is a matter of learning and teaching in both directions. 
Archaeologists should explain what they do, why they do that kind of research and 
what the use of that research is to the indigenous groups and to the discipline of 
archaeology in general. But that is just one side of the story, because mutual 
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education entails a dialogue. It thus also means that the archaeologists have to listen 
to the concerns and needs of the indigenous community. It is not the case that 
indigenous peoples are against archaeology per se. The information gathered can be 
of great relevance to them, because they can add it to their own knowledge about the 
past and establish cultural identity and re-establish the connection with their roots 
after getting disconnected as a result of the colonial period (see Mamami Condori 
1989). But that should not be a historical narrative or cultural identity that is imposed 
onto them. Archaeologists should consider and include the indigenous needs and 
concerns when they formulate the research aims of their project. The same counts for 
decisions that have to be made on the future management of sites. In this way, the 
voices of indigenous people are being empowered, placing their values, views and 
needs at the centre from which the archaeology, and management of heritage, 
emanates (Smith and Wobst 2005b).  
The difficulties and challenges that arise when this decolonising practice is 
being performed are discussed in Cosmopolitan archaeologies (2009), a volume 
edited by Lynn Meskell. Cosmopolitan archaeologists are presented as aware and 
respectful of cultural differences, understanding that they “no longer have the license 
to “tell” people their pasts or adjudicate upon the “correct” ways of protecting or 
using heritage” (Meskell 2009, 3). By using the term rooted cosmopolitanism, 
Meskell’s volume indicates respect for local situations (Meskell 2009, 4). But as 
archaeologists and heritage practitioners have to comply with legislation and policies 
which are all based on the Western dominant view, it is often extremely difficult to 
respect and protect indigenous ways of seeing and doing (Meskell 2009, 3).  
 Thus, indigenous archaeology is about “engagement, not only with indigenous 
places and peoples but also with the philosophies and knowledges that emerge from 
[i]ndigenous thoughtscapes and landscapes” (Bruchac et al. 2011, 51). This notion 
has large consequences for the practical side of this theory.  
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2.4 Involving the (indigenous) community 
When local communities, whether consisting of indigenous peoples or not, are 
involved in archaeological projects, these projects often receive the label ‘community 
archaeology’.7 During this type of projects, involvement with local (indigenous) 
communities takes place at different levels. According to Yvonne Marshall, a 
community archaeology project should imply “that at every step in [the] project at 
least partial control remains with the community” (2002, 212). Control means more 
than just being informed about a project, being told what is going on. At least partial 
control means having a say in what is going to happen and what is happening. Moser 
et al. proposed a seven components methodology to achieve this partial control 
(2002, 229). However, there are different levels of gaining control and power. 
Consultation or even working together is not similar to collaboration (La Salle 2010, 
406). Presenting the project’s objectives and discuss it with community members, 
does not necessarily give those people significant control over the project. Local 
people who work at an excavation might earn an extra income, but they still have 
limited control over the project itself.  
 Therefore, community archaeology is not automatically “the right thing to do” 
(Smith and Waterton 2009, 13) if we look at is as a method to engage with differing 
heritage discourses. It depends on the degree of involvement whether true 
engagement is achieved and thus whether different heritage discourses are taken into 
account and contribute to the project. Programs which are designed to include 
indigenous communities into archaeological projects are often trying to assimilate 
groups in a top-down way rather than being bottom-up in nature, trying to challenge 
the AHD (Smith 2006, 27). Projects’ plans and perspectives on the archaeological site 
are being communicated to the indigenous communities. But mere presentation is not 
                                                 
7 Besides community archaeology, many other labels are being used. As Smith and Waterton sum them 
up, “community-engaged, community-based, community-led, outreach, public archaeology, 
Indigenous archaeology, community collaboration, community facilitation, postcolonial archaeology, 
public education, democratic archaeology, community heritage, participatory archaeology and 
alternative archaeology” (2009, 15-16). 
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participation and certainly not collaboration. The community members have to 
become “stakeholders in the archaeological discourse” to develop a socially relevant 
discipline (Shackel 2004, 14). 
 To achieve this, Chip Colwell-Chanthaphonh and T.J. Ferguson (2008) 
advocate a collaborative archaeology. They speak of a “collaborative continuum” 
because collaboration is “a range of strategies that seek to link the archaeological 
enterprise with different publics by working together” (Colwell-Chanthaphonh and 
Ferguson 2008, 1). It is not one practice, but instead, collaboration can occur in many 
degrees. From the mode of resistance, through the mode of participation, finally 
reaching ‘true’ collaboration (see table 1). True collaboration, then, is lacking a top-
down approach, defining and reaching goals together with the different stakeholders 
within a project.  
 
Table 1 The continuum of practices in collaborative archaeology (Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 
2008, 11, Table 1.1). 
Resistance Participation Collaboration 
Goals develop in 
opposition 
Goals develop 
independently 
Goals develop jointly 
Information is secreted Information is disclosed Information flows freely 
No stakeholder 
involvement 
Limited stakeholder 
involvement 
Full stakeholder 
involvement 
No voice for stakeholders Some voice for 
stakeholders 
Full voice for stakeholders 
No support is 
given/obtained 
Support is solicited Support is tacit 
Needs of others 
unconsidered 
Needs of most parties 
mostly met 
Needs of all parties 
realised 
  
By applying the method of Collaborative Inquiry, this ideal mode can, in 
theory, be reached. This method is defined as “a process consisting of repeated 
episodes of reflection and action through which a group of peers strives to answer a 
question of importance to them” (Bray et al. 2000, 6 cited by Colwell-Chanthaphonh 
and Ferguson 2008, 9). This method consists of four steps (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 
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and Ferguson 2008, 9). Firstly, a group of co-researchers is formed which consists of 
a group of peers, the different stakeholders. During the project, research is conducted 
with these people and not on or about them. Secondly, the conditions for group 
learning are created. Thirdly, the research question is created. The whole 
collaborative process involves cycles of reflection, eventually finding a question 
which is important to all of the stakeholders. Often this entails the initiator of the 
project proposing a question which is than negotiated among the stakeholders. The 
final step is “making meaning by constructing group knowledge” (Colwell-
Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008, 9). Within the mode of resistance, scientific 
knowledge would be standing opposed to traditional knowledge (Colwell-
Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008, 13). The scientists would promote the first type 
and dismiss the latter. The indigenous peoples would instead only approve the 
traditional version of history. When this Collaborative Inquiry method is applied 
successfully, “the past [is collaboratively negotiated] by reworking scientific concepts 
with traditional knowledge, finding commonalities in how each kind of historical 
knowledge melds to create a more holistic view of the past” (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 
and Ferguson 2008, 13).  
Here this method is explicitly used for processes of historical knowledge 
production. But, as has been shown above, these different perceptions of history also 
have implications for the way archaeological sites have to be managed. Therefore, 
this method could also be applied during archaeological heritage management 
projects. The different stakeholders form a group of peers, in which engagement in 
both directions takes place. For this engagement, a continuous dialogue is essential. 
Only then decisions on the future management of a site can be made in a truly 
collaborative way. 
Nonetheless, Marina La Salle (2010) takes it a step further. She argues that 
true collaboration, as advocated by Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson, is still a 
continuation of the colonising nature of archaeology. When archaeologists start their 
initiatives to collaborate with an indigenous community, it is still the objective that 
36 
 
the former can continue their research. Collaboration is “the fancy new buzzword” 
and used “as a synonym for ‘ethical’” (La Salle 2010, 213) because the redefined 
relationships are said to be based on equality. But the main power remains with the 
archaeologists. Collaboration can be a positive experience for both archaeologists and 
indigenous communities, without exploitation and benefitting them both. But the fact 
research is being done, is the result of the power of archaeologists, them being 
considered as the experts. Here La Salle’s argument corresponds with the theory of 
Smith on the AHD. To go beyond collaboration, we have to “shift power from those 
removed from what is trying to be ‘known’ to those closest to it – that is, those people 
with epistemic privilege or lived experience of the issue under study” (Potts and 
Brown 2005, 263 cited by La Salle 2010, 414). If the present system really changes, it 
would also be possible that at a specific site no research takes place at all or that the 
communities set the agenda and employ archaeologists as the “technicians” to do the 
work (La Salle 2010, 416). This is a change that cannot be made by an individual (La 
Salle 2010, 417). 
 
To conclude, archaeologists have to be aware of their position and their power. The 
initial decision to start a project is the one which has the most significant impact. 
Without this decision, there would not have been a project. Consequently, there 
would have been no change caused by a particular practice to the archaeological site 
or to the knowledge. Archaeologists have already taken control from the point they 
decide to start a project. The subsequent project can be as collaborative as the ideal 
mode of Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson, but the local community is still the 
subject of research. “This sort of work is our project, not theirs. They could do very 
well, in most cases, without it. We could not.” (Handler 2008, 115 (emphasis in 
original) cited by La Salle 2010, 412). In fact, I would argue that the sites which are 
not considered to become archaeological or heritage management projects are the 
only ones where the community has true control. If the indigenous community does 
not feel the need to call in ‘the experts’, it would continue managing the site in the 
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way they have done it for centuries. It would be a management based on their own 
cultural traditions, their perspectives on history and their values. Until ‘the experts’ 
learn about the site. They might see it as neglected, in danger, because it is not 
managed from their perspective. The site is left in ruins and crucial information is 
disappearing. The local community might not have worried about the material state 
the site is in; until an archaeologist tells them it is important to conserve it for the 
future as it is part of their heritage. The subsequent project might be as collaborative 
as it can become, it nevertheless will always result in a different outcome than if the 
archaeologists did not decided to start the project. 
 However, the modern-day world is a world in which interactions between 
indigenous communities and people from the Western world take place everywhere, 
all the time. We cannot undo history. The colonial history and the Western hegemony 
have left their traces in both legislation and policies in the former colonies. The AHD 
made the archaeologists the experts, having the legislation ‘on their side’. But the 
archaeological world has become aware of its colonising history and wishes to move 
to “a more accurate, inclusive, and ethically sound practice” (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 
and Ferguson 2008, 2). A collaborative approach in which dialogue and mutual 
respect and understanding form the basis is in my opinion a useful method to achieve 
this. The development of indigenous peoples’ rights in the last couple of decades, can 
contribute to this change in practice.  
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Chapter 3 Archaeological heritage management and indigenous 
peoples in Bolivia: the legal framework 
 
Bolivia is a country which has undergone major political changes related to 
indigenous peoples in the last couple of decades. Since 2006 the country is 
represented by its first self-identified indigenous president, Evo Morales. With a new 
constitution in 2009, Bolivia was re-founded. The name changed from Republic of 
Bolivia to Plurinational State of Bolivia. The new constitution creates a picture of 
decentralisation and increased rights for indigenous peoples, as the possibility to 
establish indigenous autonomies is created. These developments had their precursors, 
which gradually changed the position of indigenous peoples in the country.  
The first law related to archaeology was issued in 1906. That first one, and 
those that followed, reflect contemporary Western views on heritage. To demonstrate 
this, I will examine the legal framework of archaeology and heritage management 
here. It is not the aim to examine this legal framework in detail, as this is outside the 
scope of this research. The main aim is, though, to demonstrate the fundamental 
elements of this framework and to show the influence of the dominant, Western 
heritage discourse. I will present it chronologically, displaying the development of 
the legal situation over the last century, linked to elements of the Bolivian political 
history of which an overview is given in table 2. Subsequently, I will examine the 
development of legislation regarding indigenous peoples’ rights. In this examination, 
I will direct particular attention to indigenous peoples’ rights in relation to 
archaeology and heritage. In the final section of this chapter, I will show, by 
discussing the heritage legislation and the legislation related to indigenous peoples 
together, that there are elements that contradict, leaving the question how this works 
out in practice.  
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Table 2 Political chronology of Bolivia from the end of the nineteenth century until the present (after Klein 
2011, 297-301). 
1879 Chilean invasion of Bolivia’s Pacific ports and beginnings of 
the War of the Pacific.  
1880 End of Bolivian participation in War of Pacific with total defeat 
of Bolivian armies. 
New Constitution, would last until 1938 
1899-1903 Separatist rebellions of rubber workers in Acre finally lead to 
cession of territory to Brazil. 
1899-1920 Civilian governments of Liberal Party control 
1920-1930 Civilian governments of Republican Parties control 
1932-1935 War with Paraguay over disputed Chaco territory. Most costly 
defeat in Bolivia’s history. 
1936-1939 Military governments of left populist nature, known as 
“military socialism”. 
1939-1943 Conservative civilian rule 
1943-1946 Radical military-MNR (Movimiento Nacionalista 
Revolucionario, Nationalist Revolutionary Movement) 
government 
1946-1952 Civilian-military conservative regimes 
1952 National Revolution of MNR in April 
1952-1964 Civilian governments under MNR leaders 
1953 Land reform 
1967 New Constitution 
1964-1982 Military governments 
1982 Return to civilian rule 
1989-1993 MIR (Movimiento de la Izquierda Revolucionaria, Movement 
of the Revolutionary Left) government (Jaime Paz Zamora) 
1993-1997 MNR in power (Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada) 
1997-2001 ADN in power (Hugo Banzer) 
1995 Founding of the MAS (Movimiento al Socialismo, Movement 
towards Socialism) 
1997 Evo Morales elected to congress 
2002-2006 Incomplete second term of Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada, with 
Carlos Mesa (2003-2005) and Eduardo Rodríguez Veltzé 
(2005-2006) completing his term. 
Period of popular mobilisation by indigenous and mestizo 
classes, with in 2003 the Gas War (Klein 2011, 287) 
2006-2010 First administration of Evo Morales  
2009 New plurinational Constitution 
2010 Second administration of Evo Morales 
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3.1 Archaeological heritage management legislation 
3.1.1 The foundations of Bolivian archaeological law 
The very first piece of archaeological legislation in Bolivia is Ley de 3 de Octubre 
(Law of 3 October) of 1906 (República de Bolivia 1906; Torres 2006, 124; Yates 
2011b, 293). This document has the lengthy title Legal regime for the Tiahuanaco 
ruins, ruins on the Lake Titicaca islands and ruins from the Inca and preceding ages.8 
The most important statement in this law concerns the ownership of these ruins. It is 
stated that all discovered and undiscovered ruins are property of the state and that the 
government will take care of them (República de Bolivia 1906, art. 1). This statement 
is still valid today and forms the basis of all archaeological legislation that was going 
to be issued since then (Yates 2011b, 293). According to Yates, the declaration of 
state ownership is not so much related to a nation-building endeavour, but “more 
representative of a desire to place all natural resources under government control 
following significant territory loss” (Yates 2011a, 93). Bolivia suffered major 
territorial losses in the decades around 1900 (see table 2).9 The first law on 
archaeological remains is comparable to other Bolivian legislation of this period on 
natural resources (Yates 2011a, 93). 
The two remaining articles of the Law of 3 October state that the exportation 
of archaeological objects is prohibited (República de Bolivia 1906, art. 2) and that it 
is possible for the government to hand over the preservation and restoration activities, 
as well as excavations (República de Bolivia 1906, art. 3). This task could be 
transferred to the “respective geographical societies”. These societies would be 
compensated for each object they would find. What is precisely meant by these 
societies does not become clear.  
                                                 
8 Regimen legal de las ruinas de Tiahuanaco, de las existentes en las islas del Lago Titicaca y de todas 
las de la epoca Incasica y anterior. 
9 Bolivia lost its only sea access and valuable territory to Chile in 1880 during the War of the Pacific 
and the Acre territory to Brazil in 1903 (Klein 2011, 141, 161). Three decades later Bolivia also lost 
the Chaco territory, to Paraguay, but here the human losses (sixty-five thousand were killed) had a 
more severe effect on the Bolivian population than the loss of the territory itself (Klein 2011, 182). 
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Performing archaeological excavations at the site of Tiahuanaco or the sites 
on the Titicaca Islands was regulated by a Supreme Decree (Decreto Supremo (D.S.)) 
issued on 11 November 1909 (República de Bolivia 1909). Besides the government 
itself, only people who present a scientific plan for the research, and receive a permit 
of the government, can conduct archaeological excavations on these sites. 
Furthermore, the decree states that it is forbidden to take objects from these sites 
without permission of the state.  
 On 8 March 1927, the Law on National Monuments was issued (República de 
Bolivia 1927). The National Monument scheme was further established by a Supreme 
Decree of 11 April 1930 (República de Bolivia 1930). In that decree, the regulations 
for the management of national monuments were further specified. The decree also 
entailed a list of National Monuments. As Yates notes, this lists consisted of historic 
structures, primarily ecclesiastic buildings (2011a, 92). The first archaeological site to 
be declared a national monument was Tiwanaku (República de Bolivia 1945). 
Returning to the statement of the state as rightful owner of all the ruins in 
Bolivia, this statement was formalised in the Constitution of 1938 (República de 
Bolivia 1938, art. 163). In this article, the objects and monuments are named tesoro 
cultural de la Nación (National cultural treasure). This meant that everything 
considered to be of historical or artistic value would be protected by the state. The 
same formalisation counted for the prohibition of exportation of archaeological 
objects which was firstly stated in article 2 of the law of 1906. 
 Analysing this early period of archaeological legislation, Yates concludes that 
this legislation “ignores the existence of [i]ndigenous people” (Yates 2011a, 94). She 
relates this to the exclusion of these people from public and political life during this 
period. It is true that indigenous people are not named as such in this early legislation. 
The term “respective geographical societies” of article 3 of the law of 1906 refers to 
societies linked to specific geographical locations. These societies could well be 
indigenous communities. However, in the political climate of the early twentieth 
century, it would be remarkable that the state would hand over one of their tasks to an 
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indigenous community. Also, the law of 1909 requires a scientific plan to be 
presented to the government to obtain an excavation permit. During this early period, 
archaeology was mainly conducted by foreigners, such as the American archaeologist 
Wendell C. Bennett at Tiwanaku (Mamami Condori 1989, 47; Yates 2011a, 95). 
These foreigners could present a scientific plan and the government had no further 
regulations regarding the execution of an excavation. Archaeology was not much of 
interest to the Bolivian state in this early period. 
 
3.1.2 Nationalistic archaeology and professionalization 
After the National Revolution of 1952 (see table 2), the new government needed a 
tool to validate itself. As a result, archaeology became a central concern because the 
past could be used for this purpose (Yates 2011b, 294). As Mamami Condori, 
“writing from the perspective of the colonised Indians” (1989, 46), argues: 
“[T]he 1952 revolution was the most serious attempt by our white 
colonizers to form a Nation; archaeology had an important role in 
this project, since it had the job of providing the new nation with 
pre-Spanish cultural roots. The object of their concern was to 
integrate pre-Spanish archaeological remains into the ‘Bolivian’ 
cultural heritage...” (1989, 47). 
What follows in the subsequent decades was a nationalistic archaeology, “firmly 
rooted in a Western ideological framework” (Mamami Condori 1989, 47) with 
archaeologist Carlos Ponce Sanginés as a major driving force. Ponce “promoted the 
idea of a unifying and homogenising past and modernised Bolivian archaeology as 
scientific nationalistic archaeology” (Yates 2011a, 61). The focus of this modernised 
and nationalistic archaeology was the site of Tiwanaku. Ponce’s archaeology created 
the image of Tiwanaku as the origins of the Bolivian Nation (Mamami Condori 1989, 
47; Yates 2011a, 62-63). Although the use of archaeology during this period is 
critiqued (for example by Mamami Condori 1989), the attention for the past resulted 
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in professionalization of the archaeological practice, which is reflected in the 
legislation of this period (Yates 2011b, 294). 
This professionalization can be seen in the first regulations on archaeological 
excavations (Ministerio de Educación y Bellas Artes 1958). The earlier excavation 
legislation was directed to the Tiwanaku site and the sites on the Lake Titicaca 
Islands. Also, in that early legislation the exact regulations for excavation work were 
not specified. The document of 1958 stated that permits from the government were 
required before an excavation could be conducted. Distinctions were made between 
national and foreign applicants; a clear reflection of the nationalistic approach. These 
distinction were both in relation to the condition on which they could obtain a permit 
as well as what they had to do when the project has ended. For instance, foreign 
archaeologists had to guarantee the interest of the state in their proposed work 
(Ministerio de Educación y Bellas Artes 1958, art. 13.a). Also, they had to provide 
the government with fifty copies of their final publication; Bolivian archaeologists 
only had to give ten copies (Ministerio de Educación y Bellas Artes 1958, art. 45). 
Besides further regulations on archaeological excavations, the decree also stated that 
it was illegal to take objects from sites, and that selling national archaeological 
objects was forbidden.  
Furthermore, private museums needed to be inscribed in the Ministry of 
Education and Culture with a catalogue of their collection. Of this collection they 
were only the guardians; the state was the owner. A national register for all 
archaeological objects, held privately or publicly, was created by Resolution 1542 
(Ministerio de Educación y Bellas Artes 1961). This register was formalised by 
article 191 of the Constitution of 1967 (República de Bolivia 1967). That article 
stated that the state needed to keep a register and “shall guard and conserve it”. This 
addition, in comparison to earlier constitutions, made the state responsible for cultural 
heritage conservation (Torres 2006, 125). Until the Constitution of 1967, the state 
was only responsible for the protection, not necessarily conservation. However, the 
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main statement remained the same: the state as the owner of all monuments and 
archaeological objects. 
Though only present in the Constitution since 1967, the focus on conservation 
is already visible in an important piece of heritage legislation of 1961, Supreme 
Decree 05918 (República de Bolivia 1961). It was titled Normas complementarias 
sobre patrimonio artístico, histórico, arqueológico y monumental.10 Torres notes that 
in 2006, it was “still considered the most complete set of legal norms for the defence 
of Bolivia’s cultural heritage” (2006, 124). At present, there is still no new heritage 
act in Bolivia. Because this decree of 1961 is thus the most recent, it is examined in 
detail here. 
In the respective decree, different types of cultural treasures are defined in the 
first article. It states that “monuments and archaeological pieces shall be defined as 
remnants of human activities, of artistic or scientific importance, from the pre-
Colombian era”11 (República de Bolivia 1961, art. 1). This is followed by examples 
of such pieces, including monuments and ruins, archaeological sites, sculptures, 
pottery, textiles and precious metalworking. It is important to note that the artistic and 
scientific value of monuments and objects is highlighted. These values also seem to 
be linked to the past exclusively. There is no sign of possible religious or cultural 
value for present-day cultural groups.  
After the first article, the following are expressing a clear focus on 
conservation and restoration. For example, article 14.1 states that a division of the 
Ministry of Education and Fine Arts, the National Department of Archaeology, has 
the function to “conserve and restore prehistoric monuments” (República de Bolivia 
1967, art. 14.1). The notion of ‘prehistoric’ monuments also reflects Western views, 
as discussed in Chapter 2. That the state is responsible for the care of monuments is 
repeated in this decree as well. “The State shall protect and conserve the buildings 
                                                 
10 Complementary norms on artistic, historical, archaeological and monumental heritage. 
11 Se consideran monumentos y piezas arqueológicas, los restos de actividad humana, de importancia 
artística o científico de la época precolumbina. 
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and objects declared to be national monuments or those considered to be of historical, 
artistic or archaeological value or interest, by specific resolution and subject to 
appropriate expertise” (República de Bolivia 1967, art. 5). The National Department 
of Culture has jurisdiction concerning the contents of this decree (República de 
Bolivia 1967, art. 12). One of its functions is “to see to it that all of the artistic pieces 
and historical memories of the nation are properly conserved, avoiding their 
deterioration or their alienation for commercial purposes” (República de Bolivia 
1967, art. 13c). This again, clearly presents the focus on conservation.  
The final article I would like to discuss is article 9. It concerns the transfer12 
of privately held objects, which is forbidden under Bolivian law. Of special interest 
here is the list of possible receivers of the objects once they are expropriated. It 
declares that equal preference will be given to the national government, the 
universities, the National Department of Fine Arts, the corresponding municipalities 
and the cultural societies or institutions responsible for museum or artistic, historical 
or archaeological collections (República de Bolivia 1967, art. 9). There is no 
mentioning of indigenous or descendant groups. Objects will be sent to the authorities 
or to institutions related to the archaeological practice. Clearly, in this period cultural 
heritage was considered to belong to the nation. The archaeological institutions had 
the right and expertise to take care of them. There was no special attention for the 
concerns of descendant groups.  
As seen in this decree and in the Constitution of 1967, the state was 
responsible for the management of cultural heritage, for its protection and 
conservation. To fulfil this responsibility, the National Institute of Archaeology was 
established (Capriles Flores 2003, 254; República de Bolivia 1975a). This institute, 
INAR (Instituto Nacional de Arqueología)13, received the responsibility for 
                                                 
12 Transfer to where is not specified. As nothing points at an international stage of transfer, I assume it 
refers to transfer of goods among people within Bolivia. 
13 This institute changed its name two times. Firstly, in 1994, it became DINAAR (Dirección Nacional 
de Arqueología y Antropología), under the National Secretary of Culture and later the Vice-Ministry of 
Culture. At present it is called UNAR (Unidad Nacional de Arqueología), under the General 
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managing the register of archaeological objects by Supreme Decree 12638 (República 
de Bolivia 1975b). INAR was organised under the Ministry of Education and Fine 
Arts and later the National Institute of Culture. 
 In the years that followed, until 1989, the political situation in Bolivia was 
very unstable. Different military governments, dictators and juntas succeeded each 
other rapidly (see table 2). Archaeology was not a priority for the governments in 
these years. As a result, no major new archaeological legislation was issued (Yates 
2011b, 295). Nonetheless, Yates identified two major developments that only cannot 
be traced in any legislation (2011a, 102). The first was the break from the 
nationalistic archaeology of the years after the revolution of 1952. Foreign 
archaeologists were welcome again, in contrast to the years before. A second novelty 
was the formation of an Archaeology degree at the University of San Andrés in 1984. 
In my view, this can be seen in line with the professionalization of the discipline, as 
future archaeologists could now receive specialised higher education within Bolivia.  
 
3.1.3 Recent developments 
From the 1990s, new developments took place. Bolivia had reached a more stable 
political situation. The new situation had as an effect that archaeological issues were 
discussed again and new legislation was formed (Yates 2011a, 103). There are two 
main changes in the views on the archaeological practice and heritage issues, 
compared to those of the nationalistic period (Yates 2011a, 103). Firstly, the 
isolationism (Yates 2011b, 294) was replaced by internationalism. In my view, this 
already started in the 1980s when more foreign archaeologists were allowed to 
conduct excavations than in the Nationalistic period. Additionally, Bolivia had 
already ratified the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) Convention on Illicit trade (UNESCO 1970) and the World Heritage 
Convention (UNESCO 1971), both in 1976. The second change identified by Yates, 
                                                                                                                                           
Directorate of Cultural Patrimony which is part of the Vice-Ministry of Culture under the Ministry of 
Education, Culture and Sport (Capriles Flores 2003, 254n3).  
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and for this research most importantly, is the recognition of indigenous peoples and 
some of their concerns. Both of these major changes are reflected in the state’s 
legislation of this period, creating an image of “an inclusive, multi-ethnic Bolivia that 
participates on a world stage” (Yates 2011a, 103). This second change will be 
discussed in section 3.3. 
 The international approach of the Bolivian state can be seen in a number of 
international agreements and in the efforts to get sites on the World Heritage List of 
UNESCO. The agreements between different countries were mainly targeted at illicit 
trade of cultural property. These were in accordance with the UNESCO Convention 
on the means of prohibiting and preventing the illicit import, export and transfer of 
ownership of cultural property (UNESCO 1970; Torres 2006, 132). One specific 
international agreement, concerning the Coromo textiles, will be discussed below as 
it has a specific relevance for the indigenous peoples’ issues. Another aspect of the 
internationalism can be seen in the efforts of the state to place the Tiwanaku site on 
the World Heritage List (Yates 2011a, 104-105). A first attempt was done in 1991, a 
second one in 1998. But only after issuing two Supreme Decrees which led to the 
formation of a commission for the protection, conservation and management of the 
site (República de Bolivia 1998) and the creation of a buffer zone (República de 
Bolivia 2000), UNESCO finally agreed to enlist the site. In November 2000 
Tiwanaku came on the World Heritage List. 
 Although this internationalism is a relatively recent development, the 
fundamental premises related to archaeological heritage management remained the 
same. The Constitution of 1994, which is a reformed edition of the Constitution of 
1967, confirms again the role of the state as owner and protector of archaeological 
remains (República de Bolivia 1994, art. 191). This article had the same content as 
article 191 of the 1967 Constitution. These statements originate from the very first 
piece of archaeological legislation and thus did not change over almost a century. 
In 1997, new regulations for archaeological excavations were composed by 
the National Secretary of Culture, which replaced those of 1965 (Secretaría Nacional 
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de Cultura Bolivia 1997). One of the most important provisions is the statement that 
every type of archaeological work had to be authorised or supervised by DINAAR 
(Capriles Flores 2003, 254). If the applicant is a foreigner, a Bolivian co-investigator 
has to be part of the project (Secretaría Nacional de Cultura Bolivia 1997, art. 9.k). 
Foreign archaeologists do not have to supply fifty copies anymore: this is reduced to 
twenty (compared to ten for national archaeologists). This is another element of the 
change from isolationism to internationalism, as foreign archaeologists are less 
hindered. 
 As said, the last piece of legislation related directly to heritage management 
dates to 1961. After 1997, no new legislation directed at the archaeological practice 
specifically was issued. During the first years of the twenty-first century, 
archaeological sites were mainly mentioned in legislation in relation to archaeological 
tourism. From October 2003 until June 2005 nine new laws in which there was called 
for investments to expand archaeological tourism in the country. Investments were 
also needed for the conservation of the specific archaeological sites (Yates 2011a, 
114). These laws “represent a top-down, investment-centered idea of tourism 
development” (Yates 2011b, 296) as they mainly call for private investments (both 
internal and foreign) and not for projects run by a local community (Yates 2011a, 
111). This focus on tourism is in line with the idea that spread across Latin America 
that tourism was the solution for the financial problems of the countries (Yates 2011a, 
110). Additionally, three laws were issued that seek national and international 
investments for the preservation, conservation and the dissemination of information 
form specific archaeological sites (Yates 2011a, 114-5). 
 When Morales became president in 2006, no major new archaeological 
legislation was issued until the new Constitution in 2009. In the beginning of 
Morales’ presidency, though, there were a couple of laws created on archaeological 
tourism, continuing the focus of the years before. In September 2006 this changed 
and the focus of the new archaeological tourism laws was on community involvement 
(Yates 2011a, 116-117). But these were all specific cases, and will thus not be 
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discussed in detail here. Through the Constitution of 2009 the legislation was 
changed more generally, also related to the archaeological practice. This is discussed 
below as its main relevance is related to the discussion on indigenous peoples’ rights. 
 
3.1.4 Discussion 
From the examination of Bolivia’s archaeological and heritage legislation, the main 
premises of this legal framework can be identified. The Bolivian state is the owner of 
all archaeological remains and is responsible for its protection and conservation. 
UNAR, the national archaeological institute, has the function to execute these 
responsibilities. Although these notions originate mainly from the third quarter of the 
twentieth century, they are still valid today as no significant changes have occurred 
since then. Before that, archaeology “was the domain of a few antiquarians and 
interested foreigners” (Mamami Condori 1989, 46-47). During the period after the 
National Revolution, the archaeological practice was professionalised and the past 
was used to create a national identity. The main piece of heritage legislation dates to 
that period (República de Bolivia 1961) and no new heritage law has been issued 
since then. 
The regulations on archaeological excavations of 1997 are a more recent piece 
of legislation. However, these regulations are heavily critiqued by Capriles Flores 
(2003, 256). He states that there are major differences with similar regulations of 
neighbouring countries like Peru and Chile. The Bolivian legislation lacks concrete 
and specific definitions of archaeological heritage. Most of the articles of the 
excavation regulations are inapplicable. According to Capriles Flores, this creates 
legal loopholes which can be, and are, used by the state’s institutions. For example, 
UNAR is the supervisor but also provides a co-investigator in the case of a project 
conducted by foreign archaeologists. This situation seems to have led UNAR to 
favour foreign institutions to conduct projects instead of national professionals 
(Capriles Flores 2003, 257). The co-investigator, and thus UNAR, can control the 
project in such cases, more than with projects of national archaeologists. 
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Furthermore, UNAR appears to have limited human resources as well as insufficient 
capacity to conduct archaeological research and conserve archaeological remains 
(Capriles Flores 2003, 257).  
As said, no significant changes have been made to the archaeological 
legislation in the last couple of years. As a result, the critique on Bolivia’s 
archaeological legislation and practice is still expressed today, for example by the 
Archaeological Society of La Paz.14 The state is being accused of neglect, as 
archaeological sites are not properly conserved due to the state’s mismanagement and 
the lack of renewed, appropriate legislation. And, as will become clear below, the 
increased rights for indigenous peoples have complicated the situation even further.  
 
3.2 Legislation related to indigenous peoples 
In the late 1970s and in the 1980s, the Aymara elite in Bolivia started to express their 
criticism on the practice of archaeology (Yates 2011a, 102; Yates 2011b, 295n35). 
This criticism can be seen among indigenous peoples around the world (La Salle 
2010, 406; Murray 2011, 366). These peoples demanded more control over research 
to end the intellectual exploitation. In Bolivia, the most essential piece written was by 
Silva Rivera Cusicanqui in 1980, later to be supported by Carlos Mamami Condori 
(1989). The criticism expressed in those articles is mainly directed to the nationalistic 
archaeology. This expression of critique can be seen as a start of new discussions on 
indigenous peoples’ rights in relation to the archaeological practice, which eventually 
led to significant legal changes. 
 
3.2.1 The first recognitions of indigenous peoples’ rights 
Legal changes regarding indigenous peoples’ rights on archaeological issues, are 
firstly seen in Supreme Decree 22546 (República de Bolivia 1990) concerning the 
Coromo textiles. This decree was issued to support an agreement between Bolivia 
                                                 
14 Sociedad de Arqueología de La Paz. Its critique is for example expressed on their blog, 
www.notisalp.blogspot.com, last accessed 22 April 2012. 
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and the United States to take action against the illicit trade of these textiles (Yates 
2011b, 295). Article 2 explicitly states that the repatriated textiles should not be 
handed over to the National Museum of Ethnography and Folklore. Instead they 
should be returned to the community of origin, the canton of Coromo and its ayllus15, 
for its care and conservation. The reason behind this is also mentioned elaborately in 
the preamble. It states that these textiles play such significant roles in the social, 
political and religious life of the community that removal of these items can seriously 
disturb this. The textiles have been conserved for generations and are important 
elements of the religious, historical and cultural traditions of the community. This 
decree represents a clear shift from the notion of the cultural treasure belonging to the 
nation of two decades earlier (Yates 2011b, 295n41). Instead of demanding the 
textiles to be brought into care of a National Museum, they had to be returned to a 
specific group of people. The links of the indigenous community to that heritage were 
considered to be more relevant than those of the nation. 
 Additionally, there were significant changes in Bolivian legislation regarding 
indigenous peoples’ rights in general. On July 17th 1991, Bolivia ratified the ILO 
Convention no. 169 (1989) (República de Bolivia 1991). This ratification was done 
under the pressure of CIDOB, Confederación de Pueblos Indígenas de Bolivia 
(Bolivian Confederation of Indigenous Peoples) (Torres 2006, 127). This convention 
is the only legally binding international instrument that addresses indigenous peoples 
specifically. Central terms in this convention are consultation and participation, and 
free and informed consent. ILO 169 does not directly refer to archaeological or 
heritage projects, but nonetheless it is of relevance in the discussion here. It refers to 
“legislative or administrative measures which may affect them [the peoples 
concerned] directly” (ILO 1989, art. 6.1.a). The type of measures is not specified and 
thus can also include measures related to the management of archaeological sites, in 
my opinion. Indigenous peoples should be consulted when possibly affecting 
                                                 
15 An ayllu is an Andean traditional form of community, in which people are related because of 
common ancestry and because of connections to a specific territory. 
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measures are being considered, according to article 6.1.a. Also in more general terms, 
“the social, cultural, religious and spiritual values and practices of these peoples shall 
be recognised and protected” (ILO 1989, art. 5.a). This could also apply to heritage 
management projects. I have shown in Chapter 2 that the indigenous heritage 
discourses differ from the dominant one as they are based on different values. 
According to this Convention, these values should be recognised and protected. 
 In line with this recognition of indigenous peoples and their rights, the 
Constitution of Bolivia was changed in 1994. It was since then describing Bolivia as 
“multiethnic and pluricultural” (República de Bolivia 1994, art. 1). As Yates notes, 
this can be seen as antecedent for the change of the name of the state itself under the 
later president Evo Morales (2011b, 295). Article 171 of the Constitution was also 
amended, now stating: 
 “The State recognises, respects and protects by law the social, 
economic and cultural rights of the indigenous peoples living in the 
national territory, particularly with regard to their communal lands 
of origin, guaranteeing their sustainable use of natural resources, 
their identity, values, languages, traditions and institutions.” 
(República de Bolivia 1994, art. 171) 
Although these statements are not specifically directed to archaeological sites, they 
do indicate that the culture of indigenous peoples should be respected and protected. 
As with the articles of ILO 169 that I have discussed above, this can apply to 
archaeological sites as well, as they often have important functions in the cultural and 
religious life of these communities. 
Another legal document related to the indigenous population of Bolivia, is 
Law 1551 (República de Bolivia 1994). Titled Ley de Participación Popular (Law on 
Popular Participation) it aims at “recognizing, promoting and consolidating the 
process of popular participation by linking the indigenous, peasant and urban 
communities with the legal, political, and economic life of the country” (República de 
Bolivia 1994, art. 1). To achieve this, the legal status of Territorial Base 
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Organisations (Organizaciones Territoriales de Base (OTB)) will be recognised and 
linked to municipal governments (República de Bolivia 1994, art. 2).  The OTB’s are 
defined as “peasant communities, indigenous peoples and neighbourhood 
organizations, organized on the basis of their traditions, customs or statutory 
provisions” (República de Bolivia 1994, art. 3). Their own appointed leaders will be 
recognized as their representatives, including for example mallkus (elected 
indigenous leaders). The municipalities to which the OTB’s are linked receive the 
funds for popular participation from the national government. The municipality will 
then distribute these funds. By means of this process of decentralisation, the law 
wants to improve the quality of life and equality among all Bolivians, men and 
women (República de Bolivia 1994, art. 1).  
The rights and duties of the OTB’s are explained in articles 7 and 8. In 
essence, it gives them the right and duty to participate in and oversee public works, 
services and activities. They can express the wishes and objections of their respective 
communities. Mentioned are projects related to education, health, sports, sustainable 
development, environment, et cetera. Cultural heritage is only mentioned in relation 
to the expansion of municipal powers, which is also part of this Law 1551 (República 
de Bolivia 1994, art. 14). It states that the municipalities receive the power to 
“preserve and restore the cultural and historical heritage and promote all forms of 
cultural expression” (República de Bolivia 1994, art. 14.II.g). As a result of the new 
political organisation, this would also raise the influence of indigenous communities 
as they, if organised in an OTB, are in direct relation with the municipality. 
Municipalities have indeed to “respond to the petitions, requests, applications and 
social control proceedings of the Territorial Base Organizations and the Oversight 
Committee” (República de Bolivia 1994, art. 14.II.l). But Capriles Flores notes, this 
distribution of power over the management of cultural heritage clearly contrasts with 
other legislation (2003, 254). As discussed above, all types of archaeological work 
can only be done with authorisation or supervision of the national UNAR. According 
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to Law 1551, the municipalities can also preserve and restore cultural heritage, which 
results in a contradiction. 
During the years of 2002-2005, Bolivia was the scene of indigenous protests 
and criticism and several succeeding presidents resigned as a result of this unrest 
(Yates 2011a, 109-110). The Bolivian government tried to give an answer to the 
indigenous uprisings by issuing legislation regarding the recognition of indigenous 
cultural elements. However, the government seems to have tried but missed a few 
times. At the beginning of the protests, Mesa tried “to close the gap between “two 
Bolivias”” (Yates 2011a, 112). Two laws are the most telling in this regard. Law 
2639 (República de Bolivia 2004) tried to close the gap by creating a National Day of 
promotion of Bolivian culture, each year on the first Sunday of September. On this 
day, all Bolivians have free access to all cultural centres, including museums and 
archaeological sites. No distinction will be made based on race, sex, language, 
religion, and economic and social situation. According to Yates this law tries to 
create “a sense of Bolivianess” (2011a, 112). The free access should reinforce the 
Bolivian culture and not the culture of a specific cultural group. Law 3018 (República 
de Bolivia 2005a) declares the Aymara New Year as intangible, historical and 
cultural heritage of the nation. This celebration takes place at the Tiwanaku 
archaeological site. Although it mentions a specific Aymara cultural element, the 
critique of the indigenous population was clear. It does not use the Aymara name for 
the event (Machaq Mara or Willkakuti) and it is declared to be the heritage of the 
Bolivian nation as a whole, not of the Aymara people (Yates 2011a, 112-113). The 
government got accused of “cultural appropriation in the form of claiming national 
ancestry in Tiwanaku” (Yates 2011a, 113). 
 This approach changed with the interim-president Eduardo Rodriguez issuing 
one of his very first pieces of legislation in June 2005 (República de Bolivia 2005b). 
This Law 3082 declares the city of Yotala to be cultural patrimony of the nation. But 
it also explicitly recognises the origins of the Ampara people, being the most 
important ancient group who lived in this region before the arrival of the Spaniards. 
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The Ampara people are praised for their contribution to preserving historic values, 
traditions and folklore, and to the national identity. Rodriguez started to look at 
indigenous culture more as a distinct element of history, although valuable for the 
nation. It for the first time praised a modern indigenous group of people (Yates 
2011a, 113). A month later he signed Law 3102 (República de Bolivia 2005c). This 
was a declaration of Túpac Katari and Bartolina Sisa being National Aymara hero 
and heroine. These two individuals are seen as the patron saints of indigenous 
protests. Telling in this law is the fact that they are regarded as Aymara heroes, not as 
Bolivian ones (Yates 2011a, 113). Law 3082 and 3102 no longer see the national 
history as a Bolivian one, but also include indigenous versions of history. 
 
3.2.2 The Morales administration 
In January 2006, the indigenous president Evo Morales became president of Bolivia, 
and he got re-elected in December 2009. At the end of his second year as president, 
he signed Law 3760 (República de Bolivia 2007). This law made the international, 
non-legally binding United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 
(UN 2007) a national, legally binding document. This applied to all the 46 articles of 
the declaration. Combined with the ratification of the ILO Convention in 1991, the 
Bolivian law clearly acknowledges the rights of indigenous peoples. The ILO 
Convention does not mention archaeological sites specifically, but the UN 
Declaration does. Article 11.1 states: 
“Indigenous peoples have the right to practise and revitalize their 
cultural traditions and customs. This includes the right to maintain, 
protect and develop the past, present and future manifestations of 
their cultures, such as archaeological and historical sites, artefacts, 
designs, ceremonies, technologies and visual and performing arts 
and literature.” (UN 2007, art. 11.1) 
This article specifically is relevant for the practice of archaeological heritage 
management, in my view, as indigenous peoples have the right to maintain, protect 
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and develop archaeological sites if they are manifestations of their cultures. Because 
of the wording in the respective article, it is not clear whether these sites are regarded 
only as past manifestations of their cultures or also as present ones. Nonetheless, the 
specific relevance of such sites to specific cultures is acknowledged. 
 On 7 February 2009, a new Constitution replaced the one from 1994 (Estado 
Plurinacional de Bolivia 2009). The state was renamed Plurinational State of Bolivia, 
which contributed to the image of a decentralised state. Together with the Framework 
Law for Autonomy and Decentralization16 (Estado Plurinacional de Bolivia 2010), 
the possibility was created for indigenous peoples to gain a substantial degree of self-
management rights. This creation of the possibility of self-management for 
indigenous peoples is in line with the UN Declaration (Banks 2012). To gain these 
rights, indigenous communities have to declare themselves and be recognised as 
indigenous autonomies. But the Constitution and the Autonomy Law contradict on 
several points and the bureaucratic process to reach autonomy is extremely complex, 
as is discussed in detail by Emma Banks (2012). It is a recent development and 
therefore it is difficult to determine what the results will be of this legislation, 
whether an increase in self-management among indigenous communities will become 
visible in the near future (Yates 2011b, 301). 
 Article 86 of the autonomies law, refers directly to cultural heritage, 
including archaeological heritage, and the role of the state and the autonomies in its 
management (Estado Plurinacional de Bolivia 2010). Indigenous autonomies can 
design and develop policies for the management of archaeological sites, but within 
the framework of the national policies on cultural heritage. The state remains to have 
the exclusive right to create the standards for archaeological heritage management. 
As the state is still the owner of archaeological remains, the autonomies cannot sell 
archaeological objects or destroy archaeological sites (Yates 2011b, 299). Also, 
international agreements remain in place and can still be made, which might affect 
                                                 
16 Ley Marco de Autonomía y Descentralización. 
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the management of archaeological site and objects within the autonomies. As Banks 
noted, there are “gaps between a discourse [of the Morales administration] on 
indigenous rights and implementation of these promises” (2012). This also applies to 
the promises on gaining more control over the management of archaeological sites. In 
practice, it seems that this control is very limited.  
 
3.3 Discussion 
From the examination of both the legislation related to archaeological heritage 
management and to indigenous peoples’ rights, it is possible to draw a number of 
conclusions. Firstly, the main archaeological and heritage legislation developed 
during the period of the nationalistic archaeology. The fundamental statement of the 
state as the owner of all archaeological remains dates to the earlier period, though. 
Nonetheless, initially this claim was not more than ownership of materials. Only after 
the revolution, the material remains were claimed for nation-building purposes. 
Though the practice of nationalistic archaeology changed, there has been relatively 
little renewed legislation regarding heritage and archaeology. 
 Secondly, in the archaeological and heritage legislation that is in force, 
several elements of the dominant, Western heritage discourse can be traced. The 
conservation ethic is clearly visible in D.S. 05918, the latest heritage decree of 1961, 
but also in the Constitution of 1967. Furthermore, the archaeological practice is left to 
professionals who present scientific plans and publications and the national 
institutions are in charge. Also, the (artistic and scientific) values that are attached to 
archaeological remains appear to be linked exclusively to the past. Other values, 
linked to present-day communities, are not considered. The remains are seen as 
evidence of a dead past, an approach based on Western traditions. Only in later pieces 
of legislation, the cultural values of archaeological sites and objects for indigenous 
peoples are recognised.  
Thirdly, indigenous peoples’ legal rights extended significantly over the last 
two decades, especially during the Morales administration. Morales created an image 
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of decolonisation and decentralisation, stating that indigenous peoples gain more 
rights, for example through the autonomies. Indigenous peoples’ rights more 
specifically related to archaeology and heritage are also visible. Examples are the UN 
Declaration on indigenous peoples’ rights that was turned into Bolivian law, and the 
1990 decree concerning the Coromo textiles. 
 The final conclusion is the most significant one. Several laws state that 
indigenous peoples should be consulted before a particular project starts, that they 
should be allowed to participate in these projects, and that their cultural traditions 
should be recognised, respected and protected. However, the state remains the owner 
of all archaeological sites. The state is responsible for the management and it defines 
the policies. Permission to conduct an excavation has to be obtained from the national 
archaeological institution. The latest law discussed, on the autonomies, gives 
indigenous autonomies the right to develop their own policies, but they have to fit the 
policies of the state. The same counts for the Law on Popular Participation. Capriles 
Flores notes, with the latter law, the legislation of cultural heritage requires a change 
(2003, 257). At the moment they contradict. The legislation regarding the 
archaeological practice makes implementation of these ideas on self-management 
very difficult, if not impossible. The fundaments of the heritage legislation have their 
origins in the nationalistic period, a period with a highly centralised state. This 
clarifies the difficulties that have arisen with the attempts to decentralisation. 
 To conclude, Yates argues that this new autonomies law might in fact result in 
better management of archaeological sites. Because local autonomies can design site-
specific policies with the local needs in mind, it can counteract the mismanagement 
of the Bolivian state (2011b, 299). This archaeological mismanagement has been 
pointed at by Bolivian archaeologists as well, which I have noted above. Although 
Yates says that it remains a question whether it will actually work out the way she 
described it, I do not believe this will result in a form of heritage management based 
on the cultural traditions of the respective indigenous autonomies. Their proposed 
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management plans have to comply with the state’s policies and until now, they have 
not been amended to make such different kinds of management legally possible.  
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Chapter 4 Involvement in practice: three case studies  
 
To be able to assess the effect of the legislation on the practice of archaeological 
heritage management, I will examine the three selected case studies (see figure 1). In 
this way, I will examine whether the increased legal rights of indigenous peoples 
have had a considerable impact on archaeological heritage management projects in 
Bolivia. For each of the three case studies, I will present archaeological background 
information about the specific sites and information on the present-day use and 
function of the site within the local communities specifically. Then, I will highlight 
the relevant legislation shortly, as well as the level of awareness of this legislation by 
the project participants. Finally, I will present the project itself, with all the different 
aspects. At the end of each project section, I will analyse the results and discuss the 
level of involvement and the effect of legislation.  
 
4.1 Temple site at Ch’isi, Lake Titicaca Basin (1993-1994) 
The project at the temple site near the community of Ch’isi discussed here, was part 
of the long-term archaeological project in the region named ‘Archaeology of the 
Yaya-Mama Religious Tradition’, which started in 1992. The specific project at 
Ch’isi took place in 1993 and 1994. It involved an excavation and subsequent 
consolidation and restoration of the temple.  
 The Yaya-Mama tradition is considered to be an antecedent for the later 
Tiwanaku and Wari and eventually Inca cultures (Chávez 2004). This tradition is 
dated to ca. 800 BC - AD 200-300 and located in the Lake Titicaca Basin of present-
day Peru and Bolivia. It represents the first unification of the diverse peoples in this 
area, sharing religious beliefs and performing ritual practices together (Chávez 2004, 
71). Their stone, semi-subterranean, unroofed temples are the earliest forms of public 
architecture in the region (Chávez 2004, 73).  
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 One of the temples belonging to the Yaya-Mama tradition is the temple of 
Ch’isi, dated to around 220 BC (Hastorf 2005, 77). It is located on top of a hill from 
which there is a view to Lake Titicaca and to snow-capped mountains. This temple 
has a number of typical Yaya-Mama temple characteristics, besides the fact it is a 
sunken enclosure (Chávez 2004, 73; Hastorf 2005, 77). These characteristics include 
the type of location, the measurements of the temple (14 x 14 meters) and the location 
of the entrance in the southern wall, namely off centre and flanked by two slabs. 
These stone-lined temples could accommodate around 80-100 people, coming from 
one or maybe multiple communities (Hastorf 2005, 77). Around the sunken 
enclosures, different structures are found in addition to the temples (Chávez 2004, 
74). On the grounds of the Ch’isi temple, numerous human burials were found, one 
burial of a native wild cat, and circular offering deposits. These deposits contained 
the charred remains of several native plants and animals.  
 As said, the Yaya-Mama tradition is being considered a template for the later 
traditions in the South Central Andean region. Some of the semi-subterranean 
temples have been rebuilt and used in the centuries following their initial construction 
(Chávez 2004, 74). This happened for example at the sunken enclosure at Tiwanaku 
(figure 2). For Ch’isi, evidence of continued use can be found in Tiwanaku and Inca 
offerings that have been found, including silver and gold figurines (one male, one 
female) and two golden llamas. Apparently the sites retained their sacredness over the 
centuries. Even today some sites are the scene of rituals offerings, like at two temples 
at the island of Amantaní (Arkush 2005, 237; Niles 1987; discussed further below).  
 
4.1.1 Contemporary local function and use 
The temple site is located on a hill just above the modern town of Ch’isi. The hill is 
named Pucara and the site faces Lake Titicaca. On top of the hill there was a concave 
depression, collecting water during the rainy season (Chávez, Appendix II). The ruins 
of the temple structure were not visible, apart from a portion of an ancient stone 
sculpture on the west side. This sculpture later turned out to be one of the two slabs 
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that flanked the entrance of the temple. Because of the situation, the presence of a 
buried temple was not known to the local people (Chávez, pers. comm. 20 March 
2012). Nonetheless, the hill on which the structure is located has been regarded 
sacred for as long as the local people can remember (Chávez, pers. comm. 20 March 
2012). According to Chávez, the local indigenous peoples and the authorities did not 
know why it was considered sacred. 
The place where the ruins of the Ch’isi temple are located, played both a 
practical and a religious role within the community of the modern town of Ch’isi 
(Chávez, Appendix II; Chávez, pers. comm. 20 March 2012). Community members 
used the hill and the surrounding stone terraces for agricultural purposes (Chávez, 
pers. comm. 20 March 2012). Additionally, a simple wooden cross was situated on 
Figure 2 Part of the sunken enclosure at the site of Tiwanaku (photo taken by author, April 2005). 
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the top of the hill, facing the community (Chávez, pers. comm. 20 March 2012).17 A 
clear religious function of the location is the incorporation of and reference to the 
Pucara hill during traditional ceremonies of the community (Chávez, pers. comm. 20 
March 2012). These ceremonies took place for as long as the local community 
members could recall. These rituals did not take place at the site itself, but at other 
locations. Chávez mentions in this respect the main plaza, the school, both Catholic 
and Protestant churches and private houses. Performing activities on the site of the 
temple did not happen, because the area was just a concave depression which retained 
water during the rainy season.  
 
As the temple site was not visible and not known to the community, it is no surprise 
that there were no ceremonies held there. It is interesting to know, however, that at 
similar temple sites in the region, ceremonial activities do take place. This is for 
example the case at the two temples on the Amantaní Island on Lake Titicaca, as has 
already been mentioned above (Arkush 2005, 237-238; Niles 1987). These are two 
sunken courts, each one located on a hill, Pachatata and Pachamama respectively. 
These temples still have a religious function, especially on 20 January, the feast day 
of San Juan (Niles 1987, 36). At that day a ritual takes place in which the two 
mountains and its temples play a central role. The place is also incorporated into a 
Christian ritual by the placement of two Catholic shrines. Also tourists are offered 
visits to the sites and participations in ceremonies.18 Although the origin of the 
temple sites on Amantaní Island is most likely similar to that of the one near Ch’isi, 
both belonging to the Yaya-Mama tradition (Chávez 2004, 75), the contemporary 
physical state and visibility of the structures, differs. At Amantaní both temples were 
completely visible, in contrast to the one at Ch’isi. The Amantaní temples have even 
been restored and modified in recent times, according to Arkush, although it is 
                                                 
17 The origin and meaning of the wooden cross on top of the hill has not become clear to me. 
Nonetheless, a connection with a Catholic or Protestant ritual could well be suggested. 
18 See for example http://spiritofthecondor.com/servicios-7_ing.html, last accessed  
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unknown to which extend this happened (2005, 237). The fact that this did not 
happen at Ch’isi points in my view to a loss of ritual significance of the site at some 
point in time. The reason behind this is difficult to grasp. It must have been the result 
of a situation a long time ago though, as the local community was in 1993, at the start 
of the project, no longer aware of the presence of the structure. The hill though 
retained its sacredness over the centuries. 
 
4.1.2 Contemporary legislation and awareness 
The Ch’isi project started in 1993. Bolivia had just reached a more stable political 
situation and the doors were opened for foreign archaeologists. Furthermore, it was 
just a few years after the first Bolivian law mentioning indigenous people specifically 
was issued. D.S. 22546 stated that the Coromo textiles had to be returned to the 
community of origin, because of the specific significance for that indigenous 
community (República de Bolivia 1990). This can be seen related to the policy of the 
National Institute of Archaeology, focussing on keeping excavated archaeological 
materials stored in, or close to, the original communities. One year later, in 1991, 
Bolivia ratified and implemented the ILO Convention no. 169, concerning indigenous 
peoples’ rights. This law makes it obligatory to consult indigenous people, arrange 
free and informed consent and allow their participation in projects that affect them 
(ILO 1989). These laws and policies are all signs of recognition by the state of 
indigenous peoples and their concerns. In the following years, this would result in 
more legislation concerning the rights of indigenous people. But the project of Ch’isi 
took place at the beginning of all these changes. 
 Chávez responded positively to the question whether he was aware of the 
Bolivian legislation regarding heritage management at the time of the project 
(Chávez, Appendix II). The need for excavation and site survey permits was known 
to him, as well as the requirements to obtain permits to transport archaeological 
samples to the United States for further study and analysis. He was also familiar with 
the special requirements for international projects, for example regarding obtaining 
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funds and writing preliminary reports for the Bolivian authorities. Concerning 
legislation regarding the rights of indigenous peoples and the development of heritage 
management projects, Chávez mentions that in the time the project started, “the 
archaeological legislation in Bolivia did not incorporate the interests or concerns of 
the local indigenous people, nor the development of heritage projects” (Chávez, 
Appendix II). Nonetheless, he says he “had a strong interest in making Ch’isi a part 
of the rights of indigenous people to inherit and protect their patrimony” (Chávez, 
Appendix II). This interest was the result of his own background, being the son of a 
disciple of the well-known Peruvian archaeologist Julio C. Tello. Tello was the first 
indigenous archaeologist of his country and is often referred to as “the father of 
Peruvian archaeology”. This background made Chávez “aware of and dedicated to 
the preservation of ancient remains as a source of cultural identity for the indigenous 
people” (Chávez, Appendix II). To these people he also feels associated. He self-
identifies as a mestizo, speaking and writing the Quechua language fluently and 
maintaining many Inca cultural traditions.  
 Chávez does not mention the ILO 169 Convention in his article or answers to 
the questionnaire. In his article about the Ch’isi project, though, he refers to new 
strategies of the National Institute of Archaeology, which began in 1982-1989 
(Chávez 2008a, 269). As a result of the new policy, which entailed the storing of 
archaeological materials near the community of origin, the Yaya-Mama project 
included a clause in their agreements with local communities, including Ch’isi. These 
clauses “indicat[e] the importance of creating local museums, which would allow 
them to have a greater control over the remains of their past, as well as development 
of tourism” (Chávez 2008a, 268-270).  
 
To conclude, it seems that (at least one of) the project leaders of the Ch’isi project 
were aware of the Bolivian legislation on archaeological heritage management. The 
fact that the ILO Convention was not mentioned in the questionnaire can obviously 
be explained by the fact that this convention does not mention the incorporation of 
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indigenous people during (archaeological) heritage projects specifically. I explicitly 
referred to those projects in my question related to the rights of indigenous people. 
Chávez was aware of the recent developments related to indigenous peoples’ issues 
as he mentioned the policy change of the National Institute of Archaeology. 
Additionally, the personal background of Chávez contributed significantly to his 
approach to these issues.  
 
4.1.3 The project 
4.1.3.1 Participants and initiative 
The project directors of the Yaya-Mama archaeological project, and of the Ch’isi 
project that was part of that, were archaeologists Sergio J. Chávez and his late wife 
Karen L. Mohr Chávez, together with Eduardo Pareja Siñanis. The latter was the 
Bolivian co-investigator of the project, as requested by the Bolivian law (Chávez 
2008a, 259).  
 In the long-term Yaya-Mama archaeological project, local indigenous people 
have always been involved from the start of the local projects (Chávez, Appendix II). 
For the Ch’isi project, they were people from the modern town of Ch’isi. Here the 
native people are Aymara-speakers. The initiative was taken by Chávez and his late 
wife, who also arranged several specialists to contribute to the research. These 
include two paleobotanists, a human biologist, an ethnohistorian, and others (for the 
complete list, see Appendix II). They all were working at American universities, 
except for one from the Geological Institute of Bolivia in La Paz and one originally 
from a university in Poland. Another specific group of participants was formed 
during the project. These were the headworkers, local individuals who received 
additional training and instruction and subsequently became field and laboratory 
instructors. They continued to participate in the Yaya-Mama project after the Ch’isi 
project was concluded. 
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4.1.3.2 Goals and aims 
The long-term archaeological project Yaya-Mama aims primarily at the identification 
and study of the newly discovered tradition of the Lake Titicaca Basin region 
(Chávez 2008a, 257). Ch’isi is only one of a few sites known on the Copacabana 
Peninsula belonging to that tradition, as most of the sites were located at the northern 
and southern regions of the Basin (Chávez, Appendix II). After the first identification 
as a Yaya-Mama site, based on the results of surface surveys, a fourteen month 
excavation started. Initially the plan was to cover the structure after the excavation 
with the excavated soil, as was the common procedure (Chávez, Appendix II). But 
eventually it was decided to consolidate and reconstruct the temple. By doing that, 
the community could incorporate the site into their traditional ceremonies and the site 
could result in a possible source of income through tourism (Chávez 2008a, 257, 
264). Also, conservation of the temple was made an important aim. The project team 
was aware of social and natural processes endangering the conservation, and the plan 
for the future was to make frequent evaluations of the effects of these processes on 
the site (Chávez 2008a, 265). 
  
4.1.3.3 Involvement of the local community 
The level and way of involvement of local indigenous people developed as the 
project progressed. As the long-term Yaya-Mama project started in 1992, the Ch’isi 
project (1993-1994) took place in the beginning. In this section the development of 
involvement will be showed, which also had its effect on later projects. 
Before the actual project started, the Bolivian co-investigator had to inform 
the local authorities. “Essentially, community members were told of our project 
objectives and were expected to cooperate after being recited the state laws and 
regulations regarding ancient remains as part of the national patrimony” (Chávez 
2008a, 259). The excavation of the site did not started before a traditional ceremony 
was performed. In this ceremony Pachamama (Mother Earth) was asked for 
permission for the excavation (Chávez, Appendix II).  
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During the actual excavation, each day about 30-40 local people were 
involved as field workers (Chávez, Appendix II). Initially, these people “just 
followed orders”, motivated mainly by the extra income they could earn by working 
at the excavation (Chávez 2008a, 259). No explanation was given to the fieldworkers 
about the purposes of the project or the activities they were doing themselves. As the 
excavation continued, the project leaders started to hear about several 
misconceptions, like the notion they were actually looking for gold. Therefore they 
started to explain the purposes of the work and the methods of archaeology. At 
conferences, the community members learned about the importance of archaeology 
itself and received instruction about why and how certain practices were done in the 
field, like documenting the context of remains (Chávez 2008a, 259-260; Chávez, 
Appendix II). These meetings also “made [them] participants of the relevance of 
archaeology to their own cultural heritage” (Chávez 2008a, 263).  
Unfortunately, these explanations and instructions did not always have the 
desired effect (Chávez 2008a, 259-260; Chávez, Appendix II). The main reason for 
this was found in the lack of higher education and the high number of illiterates. As a 
result, the explanations were not completely understood. Chávez tells about what 
happened once, when the project team explained the value of charcoal. As it can be 
used to define the regional chronology, it is more valuable to archaeologists than 
gold, they explained. Subsequently, a woman tried to sell them charcoal she collected 
from her kitchen. Realizing the difficulties with education, the project decided to 
establish a bilingual (Spanish-Aymara) adult education program, Centro ‘Yaya 
Mama’ (Chávez 2008a, 260; Chávez, Appendix II). This was done in 1996 and 
therefore, after the end of the Ch’isi project. In the years that followed, many local 
people graduated (around 500 students until 2008), who came from several 
communities (32 in 1999) to the centre in Copacabana. 
 While a large group of people were hired as field workers, a selected group of 
field workers was trained as headworkers, as mentioned above. They became field 
and laboratory assistants for the Yaya-Mama project (Chávez 2008a, 257; Chávez, 
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Appendix II). They received further instruction on the archaeological methods and 
participated in other projects since Ch’isi, also instructing new workers, including 
students from abroad. New indigenous workers could from then on also be instructed 
in their own language, Aymara. 
 An element that contributed to the scientific research was the “reciprocal 
interaction” that developed during the project (Chávez 2008a, 263). Local people 
shared their knowledge with the several specialists of the project, and showed them 
where modern comparative samples could be obtained. This also included carrying 
out ethnoarchaeological experiments (Chávez, Appendix II).  
 Although initially the plan was to cover the site with the excavated soil after 
the fieldwork was completed, during the project the idea was raised to consolidate 
and reconstruct the temple. That idea came from the project leaders, mainly inspired 
by the great numbers of tourists travelling through the region, close to Ch’isi 
(Chávez, pers. comm. 20 March 2012). These tourists travel to or from La Paz 
(Bolivia), often visiting the Tiwanaku site, and Cusco (Peru), but hardly spending 
time on the Copacabana Peninsula. Reconstruction of the temple, making it a tourist 
destination, could create a potential source of income for the Ch’isi community. To 
come to a decision, the two alternatives, covering the site or reconstructing the 
temple, were presented to the community. The majority of the community chose the 
option of reconstruction, of which the authorities in La Paz were then informed. 
 But the decision-making process was not as easy as now presented. The 
community was divided in many ways, already before the start of the project 
(Chávez, Appendix II). There was a variety of conflicts present in the community, 
which seriously affected the discussions. These conflicts were partly not related to the 
presence of the archaeologists, like a division between all year residents and residents 
who lived elsewhere, coming to Ch’isi only for specific occasion; a conflict about 
land boundaries with the nearby community of Ajanani, and long-term conflicts 
between individuals or within or between families. During the discussions about the 
future plan, people voted against the reconstruction because the archaeologists were 
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(unknowingly) on the wrong side of those people’s own conflict. The conflict 
between Protestants and Catholics (a syncretism between indigenous beliefs and 
Catholic religion) had a major effect on the excavation. A group of Protestants 
thought the archaeologists came to introduce a new religion, which would come in 
the way of their own efforts to spread Protestantism. This misconception turned out to 
be a result of the name of the project, Archaeology of the Yaya-Mama Religious 
Tradition. This idea of conflicting interests not only resulted in acts of vandalism on 
the site, which eventually could be stopped by talking to local Protestant leaders and 
by actions of other members of the community (Chávez 2008a, 263). It also resulted 
in the objection of some members of the community to the reconstruction plan, as it 
was seen as an effort to spread a new religion. Objections were also made by people 
who considered the archaeologists as foreigners who were only trying to become rich 
through the gold obtained at the excavations or by taking all or most of the benefits 
from tourism. Due to these misconceptions and conflicting interests, it was 
problematic at first to convince the community to agree with the reconstruction plans. 
In the end, the local authorities gave their support, as “the overwhelming majority of 
the community decided and requested to follow [that] alternative” (Chávez 2008a, 
263). Consequently, an agreement was designed with the National Institute or 
Archaeology, the project and the local authorities of the Ch’isi community. 
 After this decision, the land had to be expropriated as requested by law 
(Chávez 2008a, 263-264). Because of the complicated situation, as the site was on the 
land of two families who needed compensation, and the withdrawal of the National 
Institute to fund the purchase, the land was bought with private funds. Then it was 
legally turned over to the Ch’isi community “for them to control and protect” 
(Chávez 2008a, 264). The conservation and restoration work was done under the 
direction of Eduardo Pareja Siñanis and the costs were covered by the project. 
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4.1.3.4 Results 
According to Chávez (Appendix II), the main reason of the successful research 
project at Ch’isi was the involvement of a large number of people. The excavation of 
the entire temple, including the close to a hundred burials surrounding it, and the 
documentation and processing of materials would not have been possible without 
their “positive support and involvement” and “their patience, dedication, and interest 
in [the] project objectives” (Chávez, Appendix II). The information retrieved through 
the research contributed to the identification, dating and documenting of the first 
public archaeological structures in the region, as well as to the identification of other 
similar sites. 
 The main result related to the actual physical management of the site, can, of 
course, be seen in the presence of an entirely reconstructed temple close to the 
community (figure 3). As said, before the project started, the temple was not visible 
and its presence not known to the local people. The site “took importance in the 
Figure 3 The reconstructed semi-subterranean temple of Ch’isi (Hastorf 2005, 77, figure 5.6). 
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community” only after the reconstruction was done (Chávez, pers. comm. 20 March 
2012). Since then, the location has become the place where the community performs 
ceremonies and for example the traditional sacred offerings to Pachamama (Chávez 
2008a, 264). 
 Apart from the social and cultural significance the site gained, it also became 
a potential source of income. The site is now being mentioned in several travel guide 
books. They mention Ch’isi as a place you pass when trekking over the Copacabana 
Peninsula. Describing this, relatively easy, trek, at least two guide books mention the 
archaeological site of Ch’isi, although only shortly. The Footprint Bolivia Handbook 
(3rd edition, 2002, 143) suggests to “follow a prehispanic road through (...) Chisi 
(which has some ancient ruins)...”. A bit more detailed, though giving incorrect 
information, is Lonely Planet Bolivia (5th edition, 2004, 97). “This route passes 
through the village of Chisi, where there’s a template semisubterráneo (sunken 
temple) that dates back to the pre-Tiahuanaco Chavín culture” (italics in original). 
The initiatives for further development of the site were still taken after the 
project ended, and they still are. The community donated land at the foothill for a 
museum and constructed a large room in which materials can be stored and displayed 
(Chávez, Appendix II). At the moment, the project leaders are trying to obtain funds 
to complete the local museum with cases for display, lights, and material and text 
display.  
 Finally, the project also contributed to the formation of a new agreement 
(Chávez 2008a, 265-266; Chávez, Appendix II). In projects like the one in Ch’isi, the 
need for intensive instruction became apparent, additional to the involvement of local 
people as ‘simple’ field workers. Moreover, “the importance of incorporating 
community needs, concerns, and interests with those of [the] project and the national 
authorities” (Chávez 2008a, 265) was realised. The new agreement, signed in 1995, 
aimed at “supporting the continuity of [the] project (in conjunction with the National 
Institute of Archaeology), strengthening cultural identity, and conservation of the 
national patrimony in the Community and Province” (Chávez 2008a, 265). This 
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specific agreement was related to the community of Belén. The members and 
authorities of the community were able to discuss the contents and give suggestions 
for improvements (Chávez 2008a, 266).19 Chávez says he was informed that this type 
of agreements are now required by the national authorities, and that they have to be 
approved and signed by local communities involved in new archaeological projects 
(Chávez, Appendix II). 
 
4.1.4 Discussion 
In light of the development in Bolivian legislation and approach to indigenous issues, 
the Ch’isi project was very much advanced, although this was not so much the case at 
the start. Initially, local field workers just did what they were told to do, not knowing 
the reasons behind the activities. The Bolivian investigator had informed them about 
the project, but apparently, no interaction took place, no input or opinions were asked 
from the local communities. This corresponds with the law that says that the state is 
responsible for and owner of archaeological remains. Additionally it is in line with 
the ideas of national patrimony: the archaeological site is valuable to the nation as a 
whole, not to a specific community or cultural group. Nonetheless, the ILO 169 
Convention on the rights of indigenous people had been ratified and implemented in 
1991. This law requires that indigenous people are informed and have given their 
subsequent consent to projects that will affect them. Apparently, this did not happen 
at Ch’isi; it was just expected from the local community that they would cooperate. 
As the project progressed, capacity building and education took an important 
place. Local people were informed about the archaeological practice in general and 
the Ch’isi site in particular, and the importance of that site for their cultural heritage. 
There was thus no mere extraction of information without returning knowledge to the 
                                                 
19 Five of the fourteen clauses are cited in Chávez 2008a, 265-266. According to Chávez (pers. comm. 
12 March 2012), these were the most important and original ones. The other clauses were re-phrasings 
of existing national regulations and permits. These functioned as explanation to the native people of 
the general objectives of the project and of the national regulation. It would be interesting to examine 
the way in which the objectives and regulations are explained to the native people. Unfortunately, I 
have not been able to consult the complete agreement. 
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local people. Also, when the decision had to be made about the future management of 
the site, the community participated. The options, covering the site or reconstructing 
the temple, were presented and explained. These proposals originated with the project 
leaders. Eventually the majority decided to agree with the reconstruction. This 
represents a clear difference from the start of the project, where they were told about 
the project plans and expected to cooperate, with apparently no room for discussion. 
 Although the community had an active role in the decision-making process, I 
have not found evidence of investigating the original views of the local communities. 
Of course, the community was divided, but it seems that there was no attempt made 
to investigate the original wishes regarding the future management of the site. The 
community decided to go for the reconstruction after receiving extensive education 
by the archaeologists. Essentially, apart from the Pachamama permission-asking 
ceremony, which incorporated an indigenous cultural practice into the archaeological 
work, no real engagement with indigenous culture and perspectives took place. The 
‘reciprocal interaction’ that developed during the project did result in the use of local 
knowledge for scientific knowledge production. But there was no engagement with 
local versions of history or perceptions of archaeological sites. It was known, though, 
that the hill, on which the temple site was located, was considered sacred and was 
being incorporated in local ceremonies. There is no further information available on 
the exact local perceptions of the site and on how the archaeological activities were 
perceived in this respect. No regional ethnographic research related to this is 
available, nor any testimonies of indigenous people who were involved in the project. 
Therefore it is impossible to make out the impact of the archaeological activities on 
the cultural life of the local indigenous people. Also, many human burials were found 
and excavated. I have no information on how this was conceived by the local people. 
Of course, conflict related to human remains is a well-known subject within 
indigenous archaeology. But in this case, there is no information on whether the 
burials were regarded as those of ancestors, for example. Also, no specific 
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information was given on how the excavation occurred in the field, whether there 
were any discussions. 
To conclude, this analysis shows a top-down approach as the local community 
was informed on the view of the archaeologists through education, because the latter 
realised the community members lacked that knowledge, and were informed about 
the options for the future management, apparently without their own input. However, 
for the period in which this project took place, the early 1990s, it represents a 
remarkable level of involvement. They not only participated as field workers, but 
received training and were involved in a later decision-making process. There was no 
legislation that required respect for and consideration of local indigenous culture. It 
was during the project, and apparently as a result of the personal background and 
interests of the project leaders, that the community concerns were recognised. This 
resulted not only in archaeological education, but also in the creation of a general 
educational centre. Also, new agreements were formed related to local communities 
for the later Yaya-Mama projects. The Ch’isi project, thus, contributed significantly 
to the development of approaches to communities and their concerns, at least in 
relation to the Yaya-Mama project.20 
 
4.2 Lakaya archaeological site, Southwest Bolivia (1996-2002) 
The Lakaya project took place from 1996 until 2002. The archaeological project was 
part of Proyecto Arqueológico Altiplano Sur (PAAS, Southern Altiplano 
Archaeological Project), which had started a couple of years before. Initially, the 
Lakaya project started as an archaeological excavation of the settlement. Later, aims 
                                                 
20 A later project, though, at Cundisa, resulted in major conflict between the archaeologists and the 
local and national authorities (see Chávez 2008b). This site is located on the town square of 
Copacabana, an area known as mercado campesino (farmers’ market). The site is now left unprotected 
as the original plans to open the site for the public and create an on-site museum, were no longer 
supported by the authorities. The local community wishes to create a market and with that, possibly 
destroy the archaeological site. No agreement on this subject has been reached yet. Although there is 
no room here to discuss the exact nature of the conflict and the underlying reasons, it does make clear 
there are numerous factors that contribute to the success or failure of cooperation.  
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related to tourism development became part of it as well. Those later aims not only 
concerned Lakaya, but other elements of cultural heritage in the region as well. This 
will be clarified below, but the discussion presented here will focus on the 
archaeological site of Lakaya.  
 Located in the province of Nor Lípez (Department of Potosí), Lakaya is 
situated 4 km east of the town of Santiago K. It is an archaeological site of a 
settlement, consisting of Bajo Lakaya and Alto Lakaya (Gil Montero and Nielsen 
2010, 442; Nielsen 2008, 220-221). The Quechua name Lakaya literally means ‘town 
in ruins’. This settlement is one of the largest known in the region during the 
Regional Developments Period (ca. 900-1400). The plan of the site is presented in 
figure 4. Alto Lakaya is located on top of a butte. It consists of a pukara (fortress) 
with two defensive walls on its west side for extra protection on this vulnerable side. 
At the foothill of the butte there are almost 300 chullpas (figure 6), stone towers used 
for several purposes, including burial and storage (Nielsen 2008, 219). Just off the 
foothill, next to the chullpa area, on a plain, Bajo Lakaya is located. This is a 
residential area, consisting of 220 single-room dwellings. There are two plazas of 
which the central one is about 300 m2 and surrounded by a low wall, with at some 
places a bench attached. At the centre a pit is situated, lined and filled with rocks. On 
the east side of this plaza there are again three chullpas. These are rectangular in 
shape while the majority of the towers at the foothill were circular. 
 The site has been occupied from shortly after 1000 AD until at least the 
seventeenth century (Gil Montero and Nielsen 2010, 442-443). The pucara was built 
in the fourteenth century, around the same time the settlement reached its maximum 
size. At the time of the Inca conquest of this area in the fifteenth century, and 
probably related to that event, the fortress and partly the village were abandoned. 
Also the main plaza was left. Only the northern part of the village remained 
inhabited, at least until the early colonial period. During this final period, the people 
of Lakaya had contact with the Europeans, but they retained their prehispanic way of 
life for a great part. Their domestic spaces retained their original organisation, 
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material culture did not change dramatically, and European materials were only 
adopted if they were analogues to the materials the local people knew for centuries. 
 
 
Figure 4 Plan of the archaeological site of Lakaya, indicating a path with twelve stops (Gil García 2011, 
277, figure 14.2). 
 
4.2.1 Contemporary local function and use 
Nielsen et al. (2003) elaborate extensively on the development of tourism in the 
region and its impacts on the local communities. Salar de Uyuni and the high Andean 
lagoons of the National Reserve of Andean Fauna “Eduardo Avaroa” are well-known 
destinations for tourists visiting Bolivia. In the 1990s this area was the second place 
most visited in the country; only the Lake Titicaca Basin received more visitors. 
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Tourism developed in the 1980s, spontaneously and “exogenously” (Nielsen et al. 
2003, 372). There was no plan designed, but it developed as a result of private, 
isolated initiatives of urban tourism companies, leaving the communities outside the 
decision-making process. As a result, the local people could not intervene in the 
development and management of the tourism activities, and hardly received any 
economic benefits. Tourists now mainly make three- or four-day tours in Jeeps, 
travelling from one highlight to the other (figure 5). Local communities only receive 
some income through providing accommodation. This is only possible for three or 
four locations: at those places the tourist agencies decided to spend the night during 
their tours. 
Figure 5 Tourists visiting Salar de Uyuni in Southwest Bolivia (photo taken by author, April 2005). 
 This development has several impacts on the community, as discussed by 
Nielsen et al. (2003, 372-373). Firstly, the opportunity for only a few members of the 
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community to provide lodging and, in this 
way, earn an extra income, results in 
inequalities within the society. These 
inequalities did not exist as such before 
and can cause many kinds of social 
problems. Secondly, the archaeological 
record of the region is threatened. This 
threat is partly caused by tourists, who 
take archaeological objects as souvenirs, 
after they used an archaeological site as 
picnic area. But local people also 
contribute to this damage, as they collect 
artefacts to sell them to tourists or to 
establish a museum to gain additional 
income. Nielsen et al. contribute this to 
the fact they were left out at the early 
stages of the tourism development (2003, 
373). The local people feel excluded and 
they consider it their right to receive economic benefits from it as well, and they 
consider this to be the way to do it. As a result, the archaeological record is even 
more severely damaged. And of course, this is no sustainable way to participate in the 
tourism industry, as the actual attractions are being destroyed.  
Figure 6 One of the chullpas, or pirwas, at the
archaeological site of Lakaya (retrieved from
http://www.lagominchintours.com/sitio.htm, last
accessed 30 April 2012). 
 Thus, at present, or at least in the years before the start of the Lakaya Project, 
the chullpas were looted, collecting archaeological objects to sell or to create a 
collection of a museum. But traditionally, these archaeological sites and objects are 
not seen as a source of income. The chullpas are called pirwas by the local 
indigenous people (Nielsen 2008, 229; figure 6). This is the Quechua word for silo. 
According to these indigenous people, these stone towers contain the dried up bodies 
of the chullpa people. These people lived in the era before the first sunrise. When the 
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sun came, the chullpa people had to hide for the brightness and crawled into these 
pirwas and in caves, with their belongings and dishes. They turned into charqui 
(Quechua for dried meat, jerky). Nowadays, these dried bodies, as well as the stone 
towers have extraordinary and dangerous powers. The local people fear and revere 
them, as they can do harm but they can also heal and protect. They would even inflict 
diseases onto those who do not have the proper respect for the archaeological sites 
and objects (Gil García 2005, 201). These chullpa people thus lived in the area in 
another era, but are still living and interacting with the present-day community as 
well. They are referred to as el abuelo (literally, the grandparent) or el chullpa. 
However, the present-day indigenous people do not feel they are the descendants of 
these ancient ones, at the same time as they do not consider themselves to be 
descendants of the Incas (Gil García 2005, 201). These chullpas are seen as part of 
another humanity, which existed in another ‘space-time’ prior to civilisation.21 The 
indigenous people nowadays do consider that era, that other humanity to be part of 
their local history, as it is part of their oral history. But as said, they do not feel to be 
the descendants of those people. Also, they do not have a notion of a strict 
chronology with events fixed in time, but they do connect events in the past with 
spaces in the present (Gil García 2007).22  
 
4.2.2 Contemporary legislation and awareness 
The Lakaya project started three years after the start of the project at Ch’isi. In the 
mean time, the Bolivian Constitution had been amended in a significant way in 1994. 
                                                 
21 See Cruz 2009, 187-188 and Gil García 2005 for a more detailed and elaborate discussion on the 
local history concerning the chullpa era. 
22 As Gil García notes, it might be argued that these perceptions are not completely original, so to say, 
but were possibly influenced by the contact with archaeologists during the Lakaya project (2005, 217). 
Gil García’s ethnographical research did indeed take place after Nielsen had worked in the region for 
several years, closely collaborating with the local communities. But Gil García argues convincingly 
that this influence is presumably not the case, as aspects of these perceptions were already recorded by 
Nielsen during his work there, and because the notion that they are not descendants of the chullpa 
people contradicts the view of the archaeologists. Apparently, the local people retained their traditional 
perceptions of history. 
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Bolivia was now officially characterised as multiethnic and pluricultural, recognising 
the diverse peoples living in the state. The rights of indigenous peoples were since 
then recognised, respected and protected by law, according to the amended Article 
171. Additionally, Law 1551 on Popular Participation had been issued, in 1994 as 
well. This law recognises the legal status of, among others, indigenous communities, 
as organisations based on their own traditions. These organisations, linked to 
municipalities, have rights and duties regarding participation in public works. Both of 
these legal instruments represent the ongoing process related to indigenous peoples’ 
rights and recognition of their concerns, as an earlier stage was seen at the time of the 
Ch’isi project. 
 Related to the Law on Popular Participation, it is relevant to know whether the 
community of indigenous people living close to the site of Lakaya, were legally 
recognised as a Territorial Base Organisation (OTB). This would have clarified the 
rights and duties this indigenous group would have had, as stated in this particular 
law. Unfortunately, I was not able to verify the (legal) status of those communities. 
What has become clear is the organisation regarding the municipalities, to which 
OTB’s would be linked, in the region. The municipality, of which the local villages 
are part, is Colcha K. Because this is a municipality with less than 5000 inhabitants, it 
formed an association in 1995 with other small municipalities in the region, as Law 
1551 requires. This association is named MANLIVA and is composed of the 
municipalities of Colcha K, San Pedro de Quemes and San Agustín (Pareja Ampuera 
2010, 31, 45).23 MANLIVA would receive the funds provided by the state to exercise 
the duties as stated in the law. 
 The main source of information available for the discussion of the project, the 
article by Nielsen et al., unfortunately does not give any clarification about the level 
of awareness by the project leaders of the legislation. This has also been noted by 
Yates, who says there is no mentioning of the government at all (2011a, 165). 
                                                 
23 In 2003, three such associations of municipalities were combined to form one larger association, 
named Mancomunidad de la Gran Tierra de los Lípez (MAMGT-Lípez). 
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Nevertheless, in a footnote an agreement with the Vice-Ministry of Culture of Bolivia 
is mentioned (Nielsen et al. 2003, 377n2). Such an agreement made possible both the 
archaeological research of PAAS as well as the heritage management activities that 
later developed at Lakaya. Both projects also had the support of the authorities of the 
National Directorate of Archaeology.24 
 
4.2.3 The project 
4.2.3.1 Participants and initiative 
As said, the Lakaya excavation project was part of the long-term PAAS project. The 
only participants mentioned, are a team of archaeologists of PAAS, directed by Axel 
E. Nielsen, and members of the communities of Santiago K and Santiago Chuvica. A 
member of each of the communities co-authored the article, namely Justino Calcina 
and Bernardino Quispe respectively. What their exact roles in the project were does 
not become clear. Also unclear are their respective professions and roles within the 
community.  
 The initiative of the heritage management project of Lakaya came from a 
couple of members of the local communities (Nielsen et al. 2003, 374). Apparently, 
they came in contact with the archaeologists of the PAAS project, working at the 
Lakaya site, after they heard about the project that was being developed. The 
community members showed their interest in participating in the studies and they 
asked for advice for the enhancement of the ruins. According to Nielsen et al., the 
collaboration they agreed upon was similar to many other projects which transfer 
scientific knowledge to local communities. Dissimilar though was the space for 
intercultural dialogue that was created, because of the fact that this project was a 
spontaneous action of the community. As they argue, this intercultural dialogue is 
usually not present at related projects.  
                                                 
24 Additionally, information about the financing of the project is given. This was done by Consejo 
Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y Técnicas (CONICET, National Scientific and Technological 
Research Council), the University of Jujuy en the Levi Strauss Foundation, all based in Argentina. 
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4.2.3.2 Goals and aims 
As said, the archaeological excavation was initially started by PAAS. The exact aims 
of the archaeological project do not become clear in the article by Nielsen et al.. It is 
also not possible to determine what the initial ideas were regarding the future 
management of the site. Specific aims regarding the future management did certainly 
become part of the project when cooperation between the local communities and the 
archaeologists started. Since that moment, the Lakaya Project also included aims 
regarding the management of the site, aside from the scientific research. These goals 
were related to the tourism in the area (Nielsen et al. 2003, 374). Firstly, seen from 
PAAS’ point of view, the aim was to help the local communities to develop ways to 
utilize the archaeological heritage for tourism purposes. Hereby, the objective was to 
favour both their participation in the management of the site as well as receiving the 
economic benefits of the tourism. Secondly, the project aimed at mitigating the 
negative impacts of tourism on the local natural environment, society and culture, as 
these were shortly explained above.   
 
4.2.3.3 Involvement of the local community 
The members of the local communities, Santiago K and Santiago Chuvica, were 
involved in the project in multiple ways and on multiple levels. According to Nielsen 
et al., every stage of the project tried to respect two fundamental premises, self-
management and interculturality, which represented “el espíritu del proyecto”, the 
project’s spirit (2003, 374). The concept of self-management can, according to the 
authors, be seen in the active participation of the communities or their representatives 
in every step of the development of the project. This includes the planning and design 
of the work, the execution of the tasks themselves, the creation of organisations and 
the evaluation of the results. The premise of interculturality refers to the search of 
balance between the “cultural logics” of the local community, the technical team and 
the other stakeholders, including tourists, travel agencies, financers, et cetera.  
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 The role of the local community within the decision-making process is very 
clear. As stated above, they sought advice with the archaeologists. They made clear 
the problems they experienced, the concerns they had and their wishes related to that. 
The notions of interculturality and self-management came, according to Nielsen et 
al., clearly together in a ceremony organised by the Umachi at the central plaza of 
Lakaya, after the different participants agreed on the cooperation (2003, 374). The 
Umachi, the main actor in community rituals, guarding traditions and customs (Gil 
García 2005, 213), gathered the archaeologists and the members of the local 
communities. The latter came, dressed in their traditional costumes, headed by their 
traditional leaders who carried with them several symbols of their authority, like Tata 
Reyes (sticks). The meeting continued with conversations of several hours between 
the local people, sharing, in their own language Quechua, their memories about who 
lived at Lakaya in past times. This was combined with a ch’alla to ask these ancient 
people for their protection for the development of the project. According to the 
authors of the article, this event served to recall to the archaeologist that there is 
another type of knowledge, next to theirs generated through the excavation. This 
knowledge is present in the memories of the elderly of the community. Secondly, the 
community demanded their right to participate in the construction of their own 
history.  
 The decision to develop the archaeological site of Lakaya for tourism 
purposes was taken by the archaeologists and the local community together (Nielsen 
et al. 2003, 374-375). This decision, to select Lakaya for this purpose25, was made on 
the base of its suitability to exhibit, based on its historical and cultural values, and the 
feasibility for preservation. They also examined the possibility to enhance a 
traditional feast or celebration for tourism purposes and to develop an archaeological 
museum.  
                                                 
25 Additionally, the old sector of the village of Santiago was chosen. This part of the village was 
constructed in the 18th century on top of prehispanic ruins, and entirely built from stone. 
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 In order to create an archaeological museum, a collection has to be 
established. This collection was formed with pieces that were already in the 
possession of the community members, who donated those (Nielsen et al. 2003, 375). 
It is said, they were fortuitous finds (hallazgos fortuitos). Furthermore, they also 
“rescued” some objects from places which were pointed out by the community 
members. It is unclear from what danger they were rescued and how they were 
collected. In the end, they had formed a collection of over a hundred pieces. Some 
were of high esthetical value and archaeological significance. They were all 
inventoried and stored at the town house of Santiago K, to be safeguarded by the 
local authorities.  
 Related to the production of knowledge about Lakaya, the local community 
was involved in two ways (Nielsen et al. 2003, 375). Firstly, they participated in the 
archaeological excavation as field workers. According to the authors, this also 
contributed to the notion of intercultural dialogue. The community members 
contributed to different excavation activities. It is stated that by participating, they 
could familiarise with the logics of the production of scientific knowledge and 
demystify this type of knowledge. There is no mentioning of any explanation of or 
education on archaeological theory or methods, but possibly this happened in the 
field while excavating.  
 Secondly, the project did research on oral history, to collect traditional 
knowledge about the history of the site. Stories were collected from school children 
in the surrounding communities and from adults in the towns and on the site. Oral 
history was collected through conversations, both in Spanish and in Quechua, and 
through writings and drawings. 
 On the more practical side of the development, the community also 
contributed to the cleaning of the archaeological site and the placement of signage, 
and the construction of the infrastructure needed for visitors (Nielsen et al. 2003, 
375-376).  
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4.2.3.4 Results 
The archaeological site of Lakaya opened for visitors in 2002 (Nielsen et al. 2003, 
376). It was complete with the necessary infrastructure, including a fence, parking, an 
entrance cabin and toilets. A commission was created with representatives of the 
respective communities which had to manage the generated income. 
 On the site itself, signage has been placed which is being accompanied by a 
bilingual leaflet (Spanish-English) which gives additional information. This leaflet 
does not only present the information about the archaeological site gained through the 
scientific excavations, but also the information that was shared by the local 
community through the oral history project. One example was presented in the 
article:  
They say that in the past, before the sun was there, this earth was 
inhabited by the race of the chullpa, cold people who lived in the 
dark or only illuminated by the moonlight and ate everything raw. 
In those days, llamas were talking to men. One day, the Inca 
arrived, bringing the sun and the fire. Wounded by the clarity and 
the heat, the chullpa tried to protect themselves by taking refuge in 
their houses, which are like round ovens, or in caves and cracks in 
the rocks, where you still find them, “the jerky ones” with their 
dishes and little things, hiding their faces from the sun. Since then, 
the chullpa went extinct, although they say that until recently there 
were still some old people left.26 
 
Lakaya -which in Quechua means “town in ruins”- is one of the 
most important pre-Columbian settlements of Lípez, the name by 
                                                 
26 Cuentan que antiguamente, antes que existiera el sol, habitaba esta tierra la raza de los chullpa, gente 
fría, que vivía en la oscuridad o iluminada sólo por la luz de la luna y comía todo crudo. En aquel 
tiempo la llama hablaba con el hombre. Un día llegó el Inka trayendo el sol y el fuego. Heridos por la 
claridad y el calor, los chullpa trataron de protegerse refugiándose en sus casitas, que son como 
hornitos redondos, o en cuevas y grietas entre las peñas, donde aún se los encuentra “charquiados” 
junto a sus platitos y sus cositas, escondiendo sus rostros del sol. A partir de entonces, los chullpa se 
fueron extinguiendo, aunque dicen que hasta hace poco todavía quedaban algunos viejitos. (Nielsen et 
al. 2003, 375. Translation by author.) 
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which the Bolivian Aliplano south of Salar de Uyuni is known. The 
site covers about 7 hectare distributed over two main sectors: a 
fortification at the top and a settlement at the foothill. It was 
inhabited between the 12th and 17th century, a period marked by 
profound social and political changes, including the expansion and 
fall of the Inca empire and the Spanish conquest of America. Walk 
around Lakaya is an opportunity to remember this turbulent period 
in the history of the Andean peoples.27 
Accompanying these two sets of information, are pictures, plans and drawings. I do 
not have information regarding the types of pictures and plans, whether they relate to 
the scientific knowledge presented or the t
by schoolchildren and tell the story of 
the chullpa race (see figure 7). 
 As with Ch’isi, it is difficult to 
asse
raditional, or both. The drawings were made 
ss the level of success of Lakaya as 
 touris
                                                
a t destination. There are no 
figures available on the income 
generated through tourism in the 
communities and whether they differ 
from before the project started. Justino 
Calcino, the co-author of the main 
article on the project, coming from 
Santiago K, did start a community tourism organisation in 2002.28 This organisation, 
named Nuestras Raices, is composed of 26 families and organises tours slightly 
Figure 7 One of the drawings that illustrated the 
bilingual booklet of the Lakaya project (drawing by 
Maribel Mamani Calcina, 10 years old, Nielsen et al. 
2003, 376, figure 2). 
 
27 Lakaya -que en quechua significa “pueblo en ruinas”- es uno de los asentamientos precolombinos 
más importantes de Lípez, nombre con que se conoce al Altiplano boliviano al sur del Salar de Uyuni. 
El sitio cubre unas 7 hectáreas distribuidas en dos sectores principales: un reducto fortificado en lo alto 
y un poblado a sus pies. Fue habitado entre los siglos XII y XVII d.C., una época marcada por 
profundos cambios sociales y políticos, incluyendo la expansión y caída del imperio Inka y la 
conquista española de América. Recorrer Lakaya es una oportunidad de recordar este agitado período 
de la historia de los pueblos andinos. (Nielsen et al. 2003, 375. Translation by author.) 
28 http://www.echoway.org/page12.php?ct=8&py=229&li=160, last accessed 9 April 2012. 
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different from the ‘classic’ ones in the Uyuni region. It is stated that they focus more 
on the history and culture of the region, for example by including (more) 
archaeological sites in their tours and that there is (more) contact with the local 
people. As a result of the type of organisation and its focus, the rural communities 
would benefit economically from the tours Nuestras Raices organises. In 2005 they 
entered Tucoso29, a Bolivian community tourism network, which enabled them to 
offer more tours. 
 In July 2004, the archaeological site of Lakaya was declared a National 
Archaeological Monument (D.S. 27607). It is unclear what the reason behind this 
declaration was. The declaration does have implications for the future of the site as 
all activities in relation to it have to be coordinated by the national authorities.  
  
4.2.4 Discussion 
The project of Lakaya obviously differs from the first and as I will show also from 
the third case study because the initiative to become involved in the project was taken 
by the indigenous community. According to Nielsen et al., this led to possibility of an 
intercultural dialogue, while at other community projects it usually only is about the 
transfer of scientific knowledge. I do agree that the interest shown by the community 
members at first contributed to the opportunity of creating an intercultural dialogue. 
They were clearly interested in the research of PAAS but also had their concerns 
which they wished to resolve with the help of the archaeologists. However, I do not 
think this initiative from the side of a community is a requisite for such a dialogue. A 
first step taken by archaeologists can awake interest as well, and if the archaeologists 
acknowledge the relevance and usefulness of such a dialogue, it can be created. The 
will to create this has to be present or raised at both sides, whoever takes the 
initiative. It remains a question why the local communities were not contacted before 
the start of the project by the project leaders of PAAS. Was it PAAS’ intention to 
                                                 
29 See www.tucoso.com, last accessed 9 April 2012. 
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contact them later in the project or not at all? Unfortunately, no information is on 
hand which can help to answer that question. 
 Another question that is still unanswered, relates to the looting activities 
performed by tourists as well as local communities prior to the start of the project. As 
was noted by Yates as well, there is an apparent lack of enforcement of the Bolivian 
law against looting and selling of objects (Yates 2011a, 165). In the article reporting 
about the project, no measures against this illegal activity are reported. It is unclear 
whether the authorities were aware of the activities and whether they responded to 
that. It seems unlikely the authorities did not take notice of the illegal activities at 
some point. There were several parties involved in the actions: local people, tourist 
agencies, tourists. Therefore, it was a visible activity, not something hidden and 
difficult to detect. Additionally, the Vice-Ministry of Culture was involved in the 
project through the agreement mentioned above, as well as the National Directorate 
of Archaeology. Therefore, it seems much more likely it was either decided not to 
take any measures, for unclear reasons, or measures were taken, but not described in 
this report. Also, it was said that during the project, the collection for the local 
museum was formed out of ‘fortuitous finds’. In my opinion, this is a questionable 
classification. As described above, archaeological objects were also deliberately taken 
from the chullpas. But also in this case, detailed information is lacking. For that 
reason, it is difficult to judge whether the law was complied with, whether the right, 
legal measures were taken. 
 But when we look at the level of involvement with the local indigenous 
people and their culture, I have to conclude that in this case we can speak of 
engagement, of collaboration. This is probably best illustrated by the information 
texts cited above. They present two types of knowledge, the one that was gained 
through scientific methods of research, and the other which was present in the local 
memory. Both types are presented in an equal way. There is a similar amount of 
textual information and there is no ‘judgement’ present. With that I mean that one of 
the two is not presented as the only true history, while the other is secondary to that. 
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The archaeologists appeared to have engaged with the local perceptions and histories. 
The other way around also occurred, as local people worked at the excavation and 
heard about the scientific knowledge production. As far as I can judge from just that 
one article, it does not seem there was a top-down approach. Knowledge and visions 
were transferred, but not imposed on the other, in neither direction. This careful 
conclusion is also supported by the results of the ethnographical research of Gil 
García which started at the end of the Lakaya project. As was noted above, he 
identified a similar historic discourse as was documented by Nielsen; the local 
version of history was still prevailing over the scientific one. Therefore, I would say it 
was indeed an intercultural dialogue. 
 In addition, local indigenous people were also involved in the decision-
making process. Or at least, in those processes that occurred during the heritage 
management project. There is no evidence that they were involved in the early 
decisions to start the excavation on the site. But the decisions regarding the 
developments for tourism were made together with the local communities. This is not 
surprising, as it was their concern, which they made clear to the archaeologists. It is 
not made clear who exactly proposed the ideas for the development or the criteria for 
selection. 
 Finally, there is no information available on the success of the project. Are 
there now more tourists visiting Lakaya and spending the night in one of the villages, 
providing in this way an extra income for the local people? The organisation Nuestras 
Raices of Justino Calcina does give the impression that tourism now indeed provides 
an extra income for at least some families. But whether the classic tours visit the 
archaeological park, should be looked at in more detail. Also, are the chullpas still 
looted to retrieve objects to sell to tourists, or are they once again feared as they can 
inflict diseases upon those who do not respect the remains? The research of Gil 
García showed the enduring presence of traditional perceptions, but it is not stated 
that this endurance ‘overpowered’ the wish for receiving economic benefits from 
tourism and thus possible continuation of the looting activities. 
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 A final conclusion is, thus, difficult to draw. The premises of interculturality 
and self-management are certainly visible within the project, as it is presented by 
Nielsen et al. It is an ‘unusual’ project in the sense that the first initiative was taken 
by the local community. But from the start, there seems to have been sincere 
engagement with the indigenous culture, as well as with the archaeological 
perceptions the other way around. Though the Bolivian Constitution had just been 
amended in a significant way, and the Law on Popular Participation had been issued, 
it is not possible to tell how this affected the practice during the Lakaya project. 
There is no information on whether the archaeologists and local communities were 
aware of this and earlier, but still applicable, legislation. The level of awareness, or at 
least the level of compliance, can be questioned as a result of the apparent looting 
activities and possible lack of measures taken. Also, the legal status of the OTB’s, as 
well as the involvement of the municipality association MANLIVA, is unclear. With 
the information that is available, the way the project developed seems to have been 
the result not so much of the legal requirements. It appears it was more caused by the 
communities’ interest as well as the willingness of the archaeologists to cooperate 
and help finding solutions for the problems the communities faced.  
 
4.3 Lajasmayu rock art site, Southwest Bolivia (2008-2011) 
SIARB is a German-Bolivian private scientific institution.30 Its main objectives are 
the documentation of rock art sites in Bolivia, scientific research of the rock art, 
conservation and protection, and education. They were established in 1987 and since 
then have conducted several projects, some of which resulted in archaeological parks. 
One of the most recent projects is Lajasmayu. This project took place from August 
2008 until March 2011, though the first contacts between the municipality and 
SIARB occurred in 2007 and the project was planned in the beginning of 2008. It 
                                                 
30 See www.siarb-bolivia.org, last accessed 15 April 2012. 
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aimed at documentation, research and conservation of the rock art at this location, as 
well as the development of an archaeological park. 
Lajasmayu consists of two rock art sites, located 4 km east of the city of 
(Strecker 2004; Strecker and Taboada 2009). It is on the west side of the Lajasmayu 
river. Lajasmayu 1, of which the name in Quechua is Supay Molina Khakha, is 
situated just 50 meters away from the river. It encompasses an area of 10 meters in 
length in which 80 motives are painted on the rock. Lajasmayu 2 (Quechua name: 
Sara Cancha) is located on the higher part of the mountain, 230 meters further 
northwest. This site stretches over 80 meters. Once there were hundreds of motives at 
this second site. In the last couple of decades, since the 1970s, many have gone lost 
due to vandalism and inappropriate procedures of researches, making the rock wet for 
better visibility for example, destroying the paintings. 
Betanzos, capital of the Cornelio Saavedra province, in the department of Potosí 
Figure 8 The rock art site of Lajasmayu, seen from the Lajasmayu river (Strecker and
Taboada 2009, 19, figure 1). 
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The rock art consists of mainly one colour paintings; sometimes two colours 
have been used. There are only three engravings which probably date to the colonial 
period. Most of the figures are abstract, but there are also figurative ones. There are 
figures representing humans, often in groups, and animals, mainly herds of camelids 
that appear to be running, but also other animals are represented (figure 9). There are 
also plants painted and objects, namely one arrowhead and one possible textile. No 
absolute dating has been performed, but a relative chronology has been made of the 
paintings at Lajasmayu 2 (Strecker 2004). The most early paintings represent running 
camelids and human-like figures, argued to be made by early hunter gatherers groups 
thousands of years ago. During the following ages, paintings have been superimposed 
upon others. The later prehispanic paintings are abstract representations of humans 
and geometric figures (figure 10). The colonial engravings were made at places 
empty before. 
Figure 9 Drawing of rock art painting at Lajasmayu 2, depicting a hunting scene with humans and
camelids, painted in a dark red color (Strecker 2004, figure 10). 
 
4.3.1 Contemporary local function and use 
In the 1980s, a number of local traditions related to the rock art site, were 
documented (Strecker and Taboada 2009, 10-11). Apparently, the site still had a 
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special significance to the inhabitants of the region, Strecker and Taboada argue. 
it dangerous to walk around the area in the night, 
because the spirits of the mountain would then 
have a malignant influence. One specific story 
was told by a young boy in 1986. His father had 
walked in the area with some pigs during the 
night, and he suddenly felt strong pains in his 
stomach and had to see a curandero (traditional 
healer). During the day, he had been fine.  
 Secondly, several 
Firstly, the local people considered 
traces of presumably 
ditio
                                                
tra nal ceremonies were found. In 1983, they 
found chewed coca leaves that had been thrown 
or spit out onto the rock of Lajasmayu, partly 
covering the paintings. It is assumed that these 
were remains of a ceremony which had to calm 
the malignant spirits.31 SIARB sees these 
traditions as reflections of the ancient use of the 
site from prehispanic until colonial times, 
showing a great respect for the mountain and its paintings. During the initial stage of 
the project, no activities were observed that related to the ritual character of the sites 
(Strecker and Taboada 2009, 13). But there were large quantities of ash found at the 
beginning of Lajasmayu 1, which might be related to activities of this kind. 
 
Figure 10 Abstract rock art painting of a
human figure at Lajasmayu 2 (Strecker
2004, figure 17a). 
 
31 This practice is also known from other similar sites throughout the Andean region (Cruz 2006). 
Qaqas (also spelled khakha, as in the Quechua name of Lajasmayu 1) are rocks with an unusual form 
or colour, expressing something intriguing or even terrifying. They are often related to punkus 
(literally: doors), rough terrain, like a gorge, marking the transition between different ecological zones 
or different landscapes. Both punkus and qaqas are considered places where communication with other 
worlds can take place and in which malignant entities reside. Ritual activities take place, like offerings 
of coca leaves. The force of the site determines the amount and frequency of offerings. The site of 
Lajasmayu 1 is not associated with a punku, and there is only evidence of a limited amount of 
offerings. See Cruz 2005 and 2006 for more detailed information. 
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  which has left much more visible traces, are the A contemporary use
Figure 11 Graffiti at the site of Lajasmayu 2, documented in March 2008 (Strecker and
Taboada 2009, 20, figure 3). 
‘uncontrolled visits’ (Strecker and Taboada 2009, 13-14). There are foreign tourists, 
and national ones, including family visits, school groups and local people. The site is 
also mentioned in Lonely Planet Bolivia (3rd edition, 2004, 245): “The surrounding 
hills [of Betanzos] are full of ancient rock paintings; the beautiful sites of Lajas-Mayu 
and Inca Cueva are only 5km from Betanzos.” This might have contributed to the 
number of (international) visitors. According to Strecker and Taboada, visitors 
mainly come to camp next to the Lajasmayu river, and the children and youth are 
climbing on the rock of Lajasmayu 2 during their visits. There is no control over 
these visits, no management. Apparently, these visitors also leave graffiti behind: in 
total 284 painting, mainly at Lajasmayu 2 (figure 11). Some of them are placed over 
prehispanic paintings. Strecker and Taboada argue these actions make the site look 
neglected, suggesting it is meant to leave your mark behind after your visit. The 
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graffiti is attributed to the action of young people without any knowledge of the 
patrimonial value of the sites. 
 
In my opinion, this last conclusion cannot be made. The site represents a long history 
of use as a rock art site, on which for millennia people made new paintings. 
Lajasmayu was an important site for the local people over a long period of time, and 
the presence of modern graffiti does not justify the conclusion it no longer is. Pablo 
Cruz for example, argues that modern day graffiti represents a continuation, as they 
also contain subversive expressions (2005, 43). Also, the presence of possible traces 
of ritual activity does imply the continuing cultural and religious significance of the 
site. There has been some testimonies documented in the 1980s and ethnographic 
research on qaqas and punkus has been done by Cruz. To be able to conclude that the 
modern graffiti at this specific site is the work of young people lacking awareness of 
the cultural value of the site, more research has to be done. 
 
4.3.2 Contemporary legislation and awareness 
In the years between the start of the Lakaya project in 1996 and the start of the 
project near Betanzos, several laws related to archaeological heritage management 
and to indigenous peoples’ rights were issued. In 2003-2005 several laws related to 
archaeological tourism were formed, calling for private investments. The focus on 
community-level and sustainable tourism became visible in laws of 2007. In 2004 
and 2005, several laws were designed in an attempt to recognise indigenous cultural 
elements. The first ones were critiqued by the indigenous people because they 
focussed on the importance of these cultural elements for the Bolivian nation. In the 
later laws, these cultural elements were recognised as part of indigenous histories 
which exist within the national one. During the Lajasmayu project, the new 
Constitution (2009) was formed, making indigenous autonomies possible. 
Additionally, in 2010 the law on autonomies was created. This gave indigenous 
97 
 
communities the possibility to develop regionally specific solutions for 
archaeological heritage management. 
 There is only limited information available about the awareness of legislation 
relevant to the project. According to Matthias Strecker, one of the coordinators of the 
project, his team was aware of the archaeological legislation, of “the very 
complicated situation” in fact (Strecker, Appendix III). He states that according to the 
Constitution and the national laws, both the national government (the Ministry of 
Culture) and the municipality are responsible for maintaining the archaeological 
heritage. Additionally he places the remark that he and his team were also aware that 
this does not work. This is attributed to a lack of funds and qualified personnel at the 
ministry of Culture and the National Directorate of Archaeology (Strecker et al. 2010, 
15). I discussed this situation in Chapter 3 as well. 
 Regarding the rights of indigenous peoples in relation to heritage projects, 
Strecker states that the team was aware of indigenous rights (Strecker, Appendix III). 
He also mentions that they “have always considered the indigenous community to be 
“traditional owners” of the site”. Elsewhere, he and his colleagues stated that the 
community of Jacha Llullu is dueña (owner) of the grounds of the Lajasmayu 
mountain and its surroundings (Strecker et al. 2010, 22). 
 About the effects of the Bolivian legislation on the project, he said that as 
there is no specific heritage law, there are no clear guidelines (Strecker, Appendix 
III). This law is in preparation for at least the last ten years. Strecker continues by 
stating that the team of SIARB was nominally supported by the Ministry of Culture 
but that they could do their work without any interference. A Convenio 
interstitucional, an agreement between the municipality and SIARB, and funds 
mainly coming from the US government, made the project possible. 
 
The developments in the Bolivian legislation in 2009 and 2010, related to indigenous 
autonomies, would not have had an effect yet on the Lajasmayu project. The project 
was well-started by then and the main decisions on cooperation, especially within the 
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decision-making processes, would already have been made. Nonetheless, the 
approaches to and recognition of indigenous peoples’ rights and concerns, related to 
their versions of history, their cultural elements, had developed significantly in the 
years before. As I have shown above, local indigenous people do have different 
perceptions of the site than the archaeological approach of SIARB. Strecker mentions 
he is aware of indigenous rights and considers the local people as traditional owners, 
but what this exactly entails does not become clear. There is no reference to specific 
rights or laws.  
 
4.3.3 The project 
4.3.3.1 Participants and initiative 
SIARB was the main participant in the Lajasmayu project. The two project 
coordinators were Freddy Taboada (conservator, museologist and rock art specialist) 
and Matthias Strecker (rock art specialist and teacher). According to the final project 
report, the project team consisted of archaeologists, rock art specialists, conservators, 
a tourism expert, a topographer and a constructor, and several students (Strecker 
2011, 8). Additionally, “personnel of the municipality of Betanzos and several 
members of Jacha Llullu community took part in [SIARB’s] activities”. No further 
details are given.  
In 2007, the Alcaldía (mayoralty) of Betanzos took the initiative for the 
project by contacting SIARB (Strecker et al. 2010, 22-23). He asked this Research 
Society for its help and professional advice in order to preserve the rock art sites in 
the region. As a result, in August 2007 the agreement between the municipality and 
SIARB was signed. Only in September 2008, when preparation and coordination of 
the project started, the indigenous community of Jacha Llullu are mentioned for the 
first time. Who took the initiative to involve this community, is not clear. It was not 
Jacha Llullu who asked or demanded to be participants in the project, as at first they 
were in doubt whether they wanted to participate apparently. Eventually, after a 
meeting and workshop was held, the community responded positively and agreed to 
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the project as it was proposed by SIARB. The main discussion points were the 
demarcation of the tourist circuit and the implementation of the needed infrastructure. 
SIARB wished to achieve a ‘participative planning’ and therefore, to come to an 
agreement on this discussion point, three work groups were formed. They would 
design three options for the tourist circuit, which then would be analysed and 
discussed among the participants. No information is available on the results.  
 
4.3.3.2 Goals and aims 
One of the aims was to preserve the many rock art paintings as cultural heritage of the 
present-day community (Strecker and Taboada 2009, 11). The wish to preserve the 
paintings was also expressed by the Alcaldía in 2007. In the final report it was said in 
the introduction that “an ambitious plan [was devised] to carry out an archaeological 
survey, record rock art, realize conservation measures (cleaning of graffiti), training 
courses for local guides and site stewards, publish a guidebook for visitors, and 
construct basis infrastructure and signage” (Strecker 2011, 4). 
 
4.3.3.3 Involvement of the local community 
The local indigenous community of Jacha Llullu got involved in the Lajasmayu 
project in three ways (Strecker, Appendix III), though the exact level of cooperation 
does not become clear. Firstly, consultation took place during meetings. The 
agreement for the project was, as said, signed by SIARB and the municipality in 
August 2007. As can be seen in the project’s final report, a meeting and workshop 
took place on 15 December 2008, during which the community “accepted the project 
and agreed to participate” (Strecker 2011, 12).  The meetings that were held before 
were mainly between SIARB and the municipality and/or the Oficial Mayor de 
Cultura y Turismo.  
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 Secondly, members of the local community32 participated in training courses 
to become a guide at the future archaeological park. The course started with a cursillo 
de sensibilazación, which took place in December 2008. In this workshop, the 
community was informed about the project and the objectives. The first phase of the 
training course itself (May 2009) focused on tourism and basic guiding techniques. 
This was followed by the second (August/October 200933), third (April 2010) and 
fourth (September 2010) training phase, all taking two to four days. These workshops 
were about heritage legislation, archaeology, rock art, first aid, tourism and natural 
environment, and included practical exercises in guiding. There were several 
elements of active participation, like the developments of sketch maps and exhibition, 
and several field trips were organised. They also visited National Museum Casa de la 
Moneda in Potosí. At the end of the training course, seven were selected as guides. 
This training was considered to be the success of the involvement, “though finally 
they [the local guides] did not work” (Strecker, Appendix III). Several products were 
developed for the guiding activities, like a book with instructions, laminated sheets 
with information, a registration book for visitors, a first aid kit and special clothing 
with the logo of the archaeological park (Strecker 2011, 18). SIARB decided to hand 
these products over to the municipality, not to the local guides, because there was no 
agreement made yet between the municipality and the community on the 
administration of the site.  
 Thirdly, community members participated as assistants in the archaeological 
fieldwork, both in the survey and the excavations. There is no information available 
the number of participants, on the exact nature of the work they did, or on whether 
they received training on, for example, archaeological methods. 
                                                 
32 The municipality of Betanzos had requested that some members of other communities (Quivincha, 
Otuyo, Siporo and Betanzos) also would participate, which they did. 
33 Initially, the second phase was planned for August 2009, but there was an insufficient number of 
participants from Jacha Llullu (although the workshop was planned and agreed upon). Therefore it was 
repeated in October. 
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 Additionally, two “influential” members of the community decided to take the 
organisation of the construction of a pathway for visitors into their own hands, which 
was not agreed upon with the team of SIARB, according to Strecker (Appendix III). 
These two were also participating in the training course for guides. They came up 
with a plan of which the costs were too high; that amount of money was not 
available, according to Strecker. As a result, the municipality arranged it for a 
fraction of that price. The two community members were since then “no longer 
interested in the project and made impossible the management of the site and an 
agreement between community and the municipality” (Strecker, Appendix III). 
 
4.3.3.4 Results 
The project was extended two times. Initially, it was planned to be concluded in April 
2010, but eventually it was in March 2011 (Strecker 2011, 4). Main reason for this 
delay was the change of the municipal authorities after elections and the delay in the 
trail construction in the park. But at the time the final report was written, several 
elements of the project were concluded. Archaeological surveys and excavations, 
conservation work which encompassed the cleaning of graffiti, a proposal for a 
management plan, the training courses for guides and site stewards, and the 
publication of a visitors’ guidebook, were completed. New signage had been 
produced, but not yet installed, though preliminary signage had been placed in the 
early stages of the project. Also the trail in the archaeological park was not completed 
at that time, though work had started. The results of the project were planned to be 
presented during a public lecture at the national historic museum Casa de la Moneda 
in Potosí.34 Also, reports would be presented to the municipality and representatives 
of the community. The archaeological objects that were excavated or found during 
the surveys are said to be deposited in the anthropological museum of the University 
of Sucre, Bolivia (Strecker 2011, 15). This location was preferred over the Casa de la 
                                                 
34 This lecture was given on Friday 1 April 2011, according to a local news website. 
http://www.elpotosi.net/2011/0402/z_28.php, last accessed 14 April 2012. 
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Moneda in Potosí, because of improper storage and preservation facilities and the fact 
that there was no archaeological conservator. Placing them in Sucre “provides the 
opportunity to use the collection for further studies”. 
 The local community had constructed a fence in front of the principal rock art 
panels (Strecker 2011, 9). This was decided without discussing the plans with the 
municipality or SIARB. It turned out that, although SIARB “had always tried to keep 
the community informed about [their] project and its progress” the information had 
only reached a few people. In February 2011, so, at the near end of the project, a 
meeting was organised to explain the project. Mainly, this was about the plans for the 
archaeological park and the available funding, as both elements had led to confusion 
among the community members. At the end of the meeting, “the majority of the 
community members present thanked the SIARB team for [their] work” and they said 
they would let the work on the archaeological park continue, that they would not 
hinder the conclusion. During the meeting, SIARB also explained that the 
municipality and the community still had to discuss the proposal for the management 
plan made by the Research Society. They had to make the final decisions.  
 The proposal for the management plan suggested an archaeological park to be 
developed with infrastructure that “will facilitate visitation and at the same time 
support protection of the rock art” (Strecker 2011, 19). The visitors had to walk at 
some distance, making use of look outs on the circuit. Information about the rock art 
should be present as well. What kind of information this entails, is not specified. It is 
also suggested that the park would be complemented with a regional museum and 
cultural centre in Betanzos and with workshops on producing handicrafts. 
Furthermore, it is said that the administration should be principally in the hands of the 
municipality of Betanzos and the community of Jacha Llullu, while a rock art 
conservation specialist supports them. It is stated that they “made it clear that [their] 
proposal is based on many years of experience in other archaeological parks, 
however, the municipality and the community are free to come to an agreement on 
the details of the administration” (Strecker 2011, 20). 
103 
 
 As it is a very recent project, which was not fully completed at the time the 
articles and report were written, it is unclear how the park developed further. The 
community had expressed their wish to develop a community tourist project, and in 
this way continue the project without SIARB as a participant (Strecker 2011, 10). 
Strecker mentions that SIARB hopes that they will be asked to participate in the 
future any way.  
 
4.3.4 Discussion 
The Lajasmayu project is the most recent case study discussed here. It took place 
during the significant developments regarding the indigenous autonomies. These 
developments would not have had any legal consequences for the project, as it had 
already started. But the development regarding indigenous peoples’ rights and 
recognition of their concerns can be expected to be reflected in the project’s 
approaches. But with the limited information available, I would conclude that in this 
case study, there is a top-down approach and no clear engagement with the 
indigenous culture.  
The community is being involved in the project, but only in a later stage. The 
initial agreement was signed between SIARB and the municipality, and only then 
presented to the community members for them to agree on. The same counts for the 
management plan. A proposal has been made by SIARB which was then left to the 
municipality and communities to make the final decisions. Also, local people were 
involved in the archaeological work and during the guiding courses. Here they 
received information from the ‘specialists’ of SIARB. I did not encounter any 
engagement with the local indigenous culture besides the testimonies that were 
recorded in the 1980s. The SIARB presents itself as the expert, which of course can 
well be said when we talk about the research on and documentation and physical 
conservation of rock art. Additionally, they do have a lot of experience with the 
development of archaeological sites. But the site still plays a certain role in the lives 
of the local people as traces of ritual activities were found, graffiti paintings were 
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found on the rock and the site is used as a recreational area. I did not come across any 
discussion with the local community on their perception of the site and their wishes 
regarding the future management. The proposed management plan included the 
infrastructure for the archaeological park which would lead the visitor over a trail, not 
able to touch, and destroy, the rock art paintings. This could also affect the 
continuation of the cultural practices of the local community. The management plan 
was still subject to approval of both the municipality and the community but that does 
not point at a collaboration, as the initial plan was developed by SIARB. 
 I would suggest that the seemingly lack of collaboration might also be a 
possible reason for the several problems that occurred. These include for example the 
initiatives taken by community members which were not discussed with the project 
coordinators of SIARB and the insufficient number of participants for one of the 
training courses. SIARB did explain in meetings their objectives, available funding, 
et cetera. But this was only done at a relatively late stage and I have not found any 
reference to consideration of the local community’s perspectives and concerns. There 
seems to have been no collaboration, but only participation in the work initiated by 
the rock art specialists. 
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Chapter 5 Conclusions 
 
The research question of this thesis was: What is the effect of the legislation in 
Bolivia on the engagement with indigenous peoples during archaeological heritage 
management projects? To be able to answer this question, I defined the following 
research aims:  
- To explore the nature of differences between the dominant heritage discourse and 
indigenous heritage discourses 
- To investigate the Bolivian legal framework on archaeological heritage management 
and indigenous peoples’ rights 
- To examine the level of involvement of local indigenous communities during 
archaeological heritage management projects  
- To analyse the effect of national legislation on the engagement with indigenous 
peoples during archaeological heritage management projects 
 
5.1 Discussion of the results 
The analysis of the three case studies showed major differences between the levels of 
engagement with indigenous peoples during the projects. The earliest one, the Ch’isi 
project (1993-1994), represents a clear top-down approach, but the local community 
participated in a great variety of aspects of the project. The initiative for this was 
taken by the project leaders. Capacity building and education were important aspects, 
but the community also participated in the decision-making process on the future 
management of the temple site. The engagement with the indigenous culture was 
limited however. I have not found indications of incorporation of indigenous 
perspectives on such archaeological sites into the management of the site. The temple 
site of Ch’isi itself was not known to the community as it was not visible, though the 
hill, on which it was located, was considered sacred. 
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 The collaboration during the Lakaya project (1996-2002) originated from an 
initiative of the local communities, who contacted the archaeologists. The latter had 
already started the archaeological project, apparently without consulting the local 
communities. After the local people started to participate in the project, the 
sustainable development of the site became an important aim besides the scientific 
excavation. During this part of the project, collaboration took place between the 
archaeologists and the local indigenous people. An intercultural dialogue occurred 
which was represented in a booklet displaying the two histories of the site. Looting 
activities, taking place at least prior to the project, were reported but no information is 
available on the enforcement of the legislation against looting and selling 
archaeological objects, neither on whether this practice continued during and after the 
project. 
 The final analysed project was Lajasmayu (2008-2011). This project also 
showed a top-down approach, comparable to that of Ch’isi. Who took the initiative 
for involving the local community has not become entirely clear, but it was 
presumably the municipality or the project leaders. Though indigenous perspectives 
and possible ceremonial use of the site were known, they seem not to have been 
incorporated in the decision-making process on the management plan. The main aims 
of the project were focussed on the conservation of the rock art and the proposed 
infrastructure for the park was designed to avoid possible further damage to the 
paintings. This plan was presented to the municipality and the community, who still 
had to make the final decisions. A number of conflicts that occurred during the 
project were reported. 
 Based on the information I was able to collect, I would categorise the Lakaya 
project most closely to the collaboration mode of involvement described by Colwell-
Chanthaphonh and Ferguson (table 1). Ch’isi I would place under participation, while 
Lajasmayu has elements of resistance as well as participation. The effect of the 
Bolivian legislation on these different levels of engagement with the local indigenous 
peoples is difficult to assess. Primarily this is because of the lack of information on 
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the awareness of this legislation by the participants of the projects. As a result, it is 
not possible to define what the exact effects are of specific pieces of legislation on the 
practice. However, there are a number of observations that lead me to conclude that 
other factors are probably contributing in a more considerable way to the level of 
engagement than the legislation does.  
 Firstly, in both the cases of Ch’isi and Lakaya, there was a strong 
commitment and motivation reported by the initiators of the collaboration. Chávez 
clearly expressed his concern with indigenous peoples and their culture as a result of 
his personal background. Though this project does not show signs of engagement 
with indigenous perspectives of the site as such, there were clearly efforts to let the 
local people participate actively in the project. For the time period, the early 1990s, 
this was already a significant level of involvement. The collaboration during the 
Lakaya project was the result of the initiative of members of the local communities. 
Here the archaeologists already started an excavation project, apparently without 
consultation and involvement of the local people. It was the motivation of the local 
people that resulted in the collaboration, not the enforcement of specific regulations. 
At Lajasmayu, indigenous perspectives of the site were known, as well as possible 
ceremonial practices that took place there. However, I have not encountered any sign 
of taking these facts into account when decisions were made regarding the 
management of the rock art site. This can possibly be explained by taking into 
account the standpoint of the rock art specialists. They considered themselves as the 
experts in conservation of rock art and in the development of archaeological parks 
due to years of experience. This consideration might have made them less open-
minded, resulting in a lack of collaboration with the local indigenous people.  
 Secondly, the critique expressed by Strecker and others on the functioning of 
the state and its archaeological institution, as well as the seemingly lack of 
enforcement at Lakaya of the legislation on looting and selling of archaeological 
objects, does imply that the legislation does not have a severe impact on the practice.  
These observations only relate to archaeological and heritage legislation. However, 
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they do give reasons to have reservations about the enforcements of other types of 
legislation, like on indigenous peoples’ rights. It is important to note in this respect, 
that in the latest laws discussed, indigenous autonomies were given legal rights to 
manage their heritage. Besides the fact that this law contradicts with the law that the 
state is the owner of archaeological remains and responsible for their protection, it 
can be questioned whether this law will be enforced, when taking the observations 
mentioned above in account. 
Thirdly, and most importantly in my view, one would expect the most 
significant level of engagement with indigenous peoples in the most recent project. 
This expectation results from the development of indigenous peoples’ legal rights for 
participation in and control of projects, as well as the growing recognition in Bolivian 
legislation of specific cultural values. In fact, this expected image is not reflected in 
the analysis of the three case studies. This could be explained by taking the first two 
observations into account. The lack of enforcement of the law and the problems with 
the state’s institutions can clearly have as an effect that the practice does not reflect 
the legal developments. Also, the specific situations and the motivations of the people 
involved define for a great part if and how collaboration will take place.  
 Therefore, based on the analysis of these three cases studies, I would conclude 
that other factors contribute more to the level of engagement than the Bolivian 
legislation does. These other factors would include the personal background and the 
motivation of the project initiators as well as the interest the local community has in 
the archaeological site. Also, the participants have to be open to other perspectives on 
the archaeological heritage and motivated to collaborate. It has to be noted though 
that these conclusions are based on limited information. For Ch’isi and Lajasmayu I 
only had information available supplied by the project leaders. The way the project 
was presented in that information, was thus as it was experienced by the project 
leaders, how they valued the cooperation. There was no information on how the local 
people who participated in those projects experienced it, or at least not from their 
own point of view. There was also limited information available on the perspectives 
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on and use of the site by the indigenous peoples, especially for Lajasmayu. 
Ethnographical studies did shed some light on these issues, but this was not concrete 
enough to be able to say that the management was not in line with those values of the 
indigenous community. For Lakaya, the article that formed the main source of 
information was written by the project director, an archaeologist, as well as a member 
of both of the communities involved. Therefore, this presentation would be less a 
representation of one experience but more a combination of multiple valuations. 
 
When examining the level of achievement of the aims, as they were defined in 
Chapter 1, I would conclude that I was able to achieve the second, but the other three 
aims partially.  
 The first aim was to explore the nature of differences between the dominant 
heritage discourse and indigenous heritage discourses. I have been able to display the 
nature of the dominant heritage discourse. Also, I gave a few examples of elements of 
different indigenous discourses, not only as part of the discussion of the theoretical 
framework, but also in relation to the case studies. I was able to explore some of the 
differences between these discourses, but that consisted of a generalised comparison 
and a few examples as illustration.   
 The second aim related to the investigation of the Bolivian legal framework 
on archaeological heritage management and indigenous peoples’ rights. In my 
opinion I was able to achieve a sufficient level of investigation, needed for this 
research. I had to create a general framework, with the main elements which showed 
the development of the last two decades specifically. 
 I only was able to achieve the third aim partially. The examination of the level 
of involvement of local indigenous communities during archaeological heritage 
management projects was based on three case studies. The lack of response to my 
questionnaire resulted in limited information to be able to make this examination in 
detail. However, for each of the three projects, I was able to examine the level of 
involvement broadly. 
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 As a result of the lack of detailed information, the final aim was also partially 
met. The effect of national legislation on the engagement with indigenous peoples 
during archaeological heritage management projects could only be assessed by 
comparing the level of involvement with the stage of development of legislation in 
the respective point in time. Because of the lack of primary information, the 
awareness of the relevant legislation by the different participations and subsequent 
implementation has not become entirely clear. There were other factors encountered, 
though, which contributed to the practice of the projects.  
 
5.2 Evaluation of the methodology 
The methodology I applied, consisted of a literature study on the theoretical aspects; 
the selection of legal documents based on secondary literature, followed by an 
examination of these documents as primary sources and a discussion with secondary 
literature; the examination of the three case studies through the study of secondary 
literature related to the project, including archaeological and ethnographical studies, 
as well as gathering primary data through questionnaires. 
 For the exploration of the nature of differences between the dominant heritage 
discourse and indigenous ones, I conducted a literature study. I met the aim of 
exploration partially by using this method, and I believe that if I had done a more 
extensive literature study, a more detailed exploration of the nature of differences 
could have been obtained. In this respect, especially ethnographical studies on 
particular indigenous perspectives on heritage, the past and archaeological remains 
would have been beneficial to improving that discussion. 
 The methods used to investigate the relevant legislation were appropriate. It 
would have been outside the scope of this research to investigate every single piece of 
legislation in detail. By basing my selection of legal documents on previous studies, I 
was able to present the general framework and broad developments I intended to 
demonstrate. I was also able to reflect upon this framework through the study of 
secondary literature.  
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Evaluating the method for collecting primary data on the level of involvement 
of indigenous peoples during the specific projects, I can conclude that I would 
probably have gained more detailed and useful information if I had conducted 
interviews instead of using questionnaires. As I explained in Chapter 1, I intentionally 
chose to make use of questionnaires as this would create the possibility to gather 
information on multiple perspectives and experiences. Unfortunately, the 
questionnaire was not forwarded by the initial contact persons and I had no contact 
information of other participants, except for one but he was not able to reply on time. 
As a result, only the three project leaders I contacted could fill out the questionnaire. 
If I had known this in advance, conducting interviews with these three individuals 
would have been more useful, resulting most likely in more detailed and significant 
information as I could have guided the interview and ask for elaborations. More 
careful investigation of the possibilities to contact people prior to sending the 
questionnaires could have made the problem clear. 
 The questionnaire itself is more difficult to evaluate, as I only received two 
replies. However, a few observations can be made. Some questions were not detailed 
enough or were misinterpreted. As a result, I received an answer which not matched 
the intention of my question. For example, in the question ‘When and by whom was 
the initiative taken to involve other people into the project?’, I used the term ‘other 
people’ to make it applicable to different respondents. Unfortunately, this was 
understood as referring to the involvement of other people than the local indigenous 
people, as Chávez mentions the several specialists involved in the project. I would 
probably have gained more useful results if I had made use of two types of 
questionnaires. This would have made forwarding the questionnaires more difficult 
however. Furthermore, there might have been more than two groups of participants, 
or an individual could have felt associated with both groups, for instance. What could 
have reduced the number of misinterpretations, though, was testing the questionnaire 
among other people who were not involved in these projects. This would have 
clarified the problematic questions which could subsequently be adjusted. 
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 The consultation of secondary literature on archaeological and ethnographical 
studies as well as sources on tourism did contribute to a more inclusive representation 
of the archaeological sites, representing multiple values and interpretations. More 
detailed information on the different values and interpretations would have required 
ethnographical research. But as this was not of primary importance for answering the 
research question and achieving the aims, the used method was sufficient. 
 
5.3 Suggestions for further research 
For the examination of these specific projects in a more detailed manner, to achieve 
the aims that were only partially met, further research is needed. It would require 
further contact with the project leaders of each of the projects to investigate the level 
of awareness of specific pieces of legislation as well as how they interpreted these 
and what decisions were made based on this. Another useful contribution, would be 
conducting ethnographic research on the perspectives of the local indigenous peoples 
on the respective sites. This would clarify the possible differences in approaches to 
the archaeological site. Interviewing local people who participated in the research 
could also contribute to defining the level of involvement. At the moment, only the 
visions presented in the articles as well as through the two filled out questionnaires, 
are represented. 
 To be able to create a broader picture of the engagement with indigenous 
peoples during the practice of archaeological heritage management in Bolivia, other 
projects should be examined as well. I only looked at projects that were discussed in 
articles, stating they involved local communities. It might well be true that at other 
projects no community involvement takes place at all. Or it does happen but no 
publications were written, or are just not accessible, about it. 
 Additionally, it would be valuable to conduct more ethnographical research 
on indigenous perspectives on archaeological sites in the Andean region. I have 
shown there are differences with those that formed the base of the Authorised 
Heritage Discourse. Some examples were given from around the world, and also in 
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relation to the three case studies. In my opinion, more research on this topic might 
clarify the more precise nature of the differences and thus the implications for the 
heritage management practice.  
 Furthermore, it would be interesting to take a closer look at the archaeological 
heritage legislation of Bolivia to examine how this developed. I demonstrated that the 
Western heritage discourse is also present in the Bolivian legislation, but there was no 
room to compare this with other Andean countries and with developments on an 
international stage. Further research on this subject could shed light on how the 
dominant heritage discourse became the foundation for the Bolivian legislation. This 
research could also entail a comparison between Bolivia and Argentina, as was my 
initial intention for this thesis. 
A lack of enforcement of archaeological laws was observed as well as 
expressed critique on functioning of the state’s archaeological institutions. I have 
mentioned that this gives reasons to have reservations about the enforcements of 
other types of legislation, like on indigenous peoples’ rights. It would be interesting 
to study the enforcement of the laws related to indigenous peoples’ rights in Bolivia, 
for example the law based on the ILO Convention no. 169 and the Law on Popular 
Participation, in other fields than archaeological projects. This would clarify whether 
those reservations are justified.   
 Finally, the most recent legislation states that indigenous autonomies can 
develop their own policies for the protection of archaeological heritage. I discussed 
the contradiction between this law and the legislation that makes the state the owner 
of all archaeological remains in Bolivia. Because this law was only recently issued, in 
2010, it would be interesting to observe how this will affect the practice the coming 
years. Do indigenous autonomies get to manage archaeological sites in ways based on 
their cultural traditions? Or will they have to comply with the policies designed by 
the state, focussing on physical conservation? It remains to be seen. 
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Summary 
 
Legislation, both internationally and nationally, on archaeological heritage 
management is often based on a dominant heritage discourse which focuses on 
material conservation. However, there are multiple heritage discourses and among 
them those of indigenous peoples. These are based on different perspectives on issues 
like history, time and landscape and those differences can have major ramifications 
for views on appropriate management of archaeological sites. As indigenous peoples’ 
rights are more often being recognised, also within the archaeological discipline, 
local indigenous communities become involved in heritage management projects. 
This involvement entails different degrees, from mere presentation to true 
collaboration and engagement with the indigenous culture. In Bolivia, there have 
been significant political developments in the last two decades related to indigenous 
peoples. The question is whether increased rights for indigenous peoples result in 
challenging the dominant heritage discourse during archaeological heritage 
management projects. By examining three case studies, it is shown that the level of 
involvement is not primarily defined by legislation. Bolivian legislation contradicts 
itself on several points and the enforcement of the law is questioned. Additionally, 
various other elements have an influence on the level of involvement, such as the 
personal background of the initiators of the project and the interest the local 
indigenous community has in the site. Also, the participants of the project have to be 
motivated to collaborate and have to be open to new perspectives and ideas that might 
contradict their own.   
 
La legislación nacional e internacional de la administración del patrimonio 
arqueológico esta frecuentemente basada en un discurso patrimonial dominante, el 
cual se enfoca en la conservación del material. Sin embargo, hay múltiples discursos 
sobre el patrimonio y entre ellos se encuentran los discursos de las poblaciones 
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indígenas, los cuales están basados en diferentes perspectivas con respecto a los 
tópicos de historia, tiempo y paisaje. Dichas diferencias podrían tener grandes 
implicaciones para los distintos puntos de vista sobre la administración apropiada 
para los sitios arqueológicos. De igual manera que los derechos de las comunidades 
indígenas locales están siendo frecuentemente reconocidos, también en el ámbito 
arqueológico, se las encuentran a las mismas participando en los proyectos sobre 
patrimonio. Esta implicación conoce diferentes grados, desde presentación hasta 
precisamente colaboración y compromiso con las culturas indígenas. En Bolivia, ha 
habido en las últimas dos décadas desarrollos políticos importantes en lo que respecta 
a la población indígena. La pregunta es si el incremento de los derechos indígenas 
podría resultar en un desafío del discurso dominante durante proyectos sobre la 
administración del patrimonio arqueológico. A través de la exanimación de tres casos 
de estudio, se ha demostrado que el nivel de participación no está principalmente 
definido por la legislación. La legislación boliviana se contradice a sí misma en 
varios puntos y la ejecución de la ley es cuestionada. Además, hay varios elementos 
que tienen influencia en el nivel de participación, tal como en  los antecedentes 
personales de los creadores del proyecto, como a su vez en los intereses que las 
comunidades indígenas locales tienen por el sitio. Asimismo, los participantes del 
proyecto tienen que estar motivados para colaborar y estar abiertos a nuevas 
perspectivas e ideas que podrían contradecir las propias. 
 
Zowel internationale als nationale wetgeving over archeologisch erfgoedbeheer is 
vaak gebaseerd op een dominerend erfgoed discours dat focust op materiële 
conservatie. Maar er zijn meerdere erfgoed discoursen, waaronder die van inheemse 
volkeren. Deze zijn gebaseerd op andere perspectieven op aspecten als het verleden, 
tijd en landschap en die verschillen kunnen grote implicaties hebben voor opvattingen 
over het passende management van archeologische sites. Omdat de rechten van 
inheemse volkeren steeds meer worden erkend, ook binnen de archeologische 
discipline, worden lokale inheemse gemeenschappen betrokken bij erfgoedbeheer 
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projecten. Deze betrokkenheid kent verschillende gradaties, van louter presentatie tot 
echte samenwerking en inleving in de inheemse cultuur. In Bolivia hebben er in de 
laatste twee decennia belangrijke politieke ontwikkelingen plaatsgehad in relatie tot 
inheemse volkeren. De vraag is of meer rechten voor inheemse volkeren ook 
resulteert in betwisting van het dominerende discours tijdens archeologisch 
erfgoedbeheer projecten. Door drie case studies te bestuderen, wordt getoond dat het 
niveau van betrokkenheid niet primair bepaald wordt door de wetgeving. De 
Boliviaanse wetgeving spreekt zichzelf op een aantal punten tegen en de 
tenuitvoerlegging van de wet wordt in twijfel getrokken. Daarnaast zijn er andere 
elementen die van invloed zijn op de mate van betrokkenheid, zoals de persoonlijke 
achtergrond van de initiatiefnemers van het project en het belang dat de lokale 
inheemse gemeenschap heeft in de site. De deelnemers van het project moeten ook 
gemotiveerd zijn om samen te werken en open staan voor perspectieven die in 
tegenspraak zijn met hun eigen visies.  
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Appendix I Questionnaire English-Spanish 
 
Note: in this Appendix, the three versions of the questionnaire are combined: the 
references to the specific projects are placed between brackets. Originally each 
questionnaire only contained the reference to the respective project. 
 
Questionnaire 
 
Una traducción española se encuentra en la página 4. 
 
My name is Annemiek Rhebergen and I am studying Archaeology at Leiden 
University (The Netherlands). I am doing research on the involvement of local 
indigenous people during archaeological heritage management projects in Bolivia. 
For this research I would like to ask you about this involvement concerning [the 
project related to the archaeological site at Ch’isi in the Lake Titicaca Basin / the 
Lakaya project in Nor Lípez / the project at the rock art site of Lajasmayu near 
Betanzos]. The information you can provide me with, will clarify the nature of the 
involvement, how this involvement came into being and what the results were. I am 
studying other projects in Bolivia as well. Together, this will give insight in the need 
for involving local communities, the effect of the Bolivian legislation on this and the 
results these projects bring about. This could be useful information for future projects 
at archaeological sites where local communities have a connection with the site. 
 
It would be of great help for my research if you could answer the questions listed 
below. When completed, you can send it back to me by e-mail 
(a.d.rhebergen@umail.leidenuniv.nl). If anything is not clear or if you have any 
questions regarding the research, you can contact me as well. Please feel free to 
forward this form to any other person who has been involved in the project and who 
might wish to share his/her own experiences. This will greatly help my research. A 
Spanish version of this form can be found below, on page 4. 
 
I will use the information acquired through this questionnaire for my thesis. If you 
wish to remain anonymous, please indicate that here.  
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Your wish will then be respected by not using your name in the text of my thesis or 
any other related text. If you have any other wish or request, send me an e-mail and I 
will respond to you. 
 
Thank you very much for your time. 
 
 
Background information 
Name: 
Year of birth:  
Man / Female 
 
In which country were you born? 
 
Do you consider yourself to be indigenous? If yes, why? To which indigenous group 
do you belong? 
 
What is your profession? 
 
What was your role in the project? 
 
 
 
The site 
Before your involvement in the project, how did you see the [Ch’isi archaeological 
site / Lakaya archaeological site / Lajasmayu rock art site]? What did it mean to you? 
Did you consider it an important site? Why? 
 
During the project, decisions had to be made regarding the management of the 
[archaeological / archaeological / rock art] site and its future use. Where there any 
differences in views amongst the different participants about these decisions? What 
were these differences? 
 
Did your views and ambitions regarding the management and development of the site 
change during the project? If yes, why and in what way? 
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Legislation 
Were you familiar with the Bolivian legislation in the field of archaeological heritage 
management at the time of the project? If no, how come? If yes, what did you know 
about this legislation? 
 
What was your knowledge regarding the rights of indigenous people and the 
development of heritage projects such as the one you were involved in? 
 
How did the Bolivian legislation related to heritage projects affect the practices at the 
[Ch’isi / Lakaya / Lajasmayu] project? 
 
 
 
The project 
To what extent have local indigenous people been involved in the project? What did 
this entail? 
 
How has the project been presented in the media? 
 
When and by whom was the initiative taken to involve other people into the project? 
Who were these new participants in the project? 
 
What were the main goals of this involvement? 
 
In which stages of the project were both archaeologists and local indigenous people 
involved? Please describe for each stage the way involvement took form. 
 
How would you value the involvement?  
 
What were the successes of the involvement? 
 
What were the difficulties of the involvement? 
 
 
 
Thank you again for your time! 
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Cuestionario  
 
Mi nombre es Annemiek Rhebergen y soy estudiante de Arqueología en la 
Universidad de Leiden, Holanda. Actualmente estoy investigando la participación de 
los pueblos originarios locales en los proyectos de administración de patrimonio 
arqueológico en Bolivia. En este contexto quisiera hacerle algunas preguntas acerca 
de su participación en [el proyecto en el sitio arqueológico de Ch’isi en la cuenca del 
Lago Titicaca / el proyecto Lakaya en Nor Lípez / el proyecto en el sitio de arte 
rupestre en Lajasmayu, cerca de Betanzos]. Este cuestionario tiene como objetivo 
aclarar la índole de su participación, cómo la participación llegó a lograrse y cuáles 
fueron sus resultados. A su vez, me encuentro también investigando otros proyectos 
en Bolivia. La colección de dicha información mostrará la necesidad de involucrar a 
los pueblos locales en los proyectos, el efecto de la legislación boliviana en esto y los 
resultados de los proyectos. Esta información puede ser útil para futuros proyectos 
arqueológicos, donde las comunidades locales tengan una conexión con el sitio.  
 
Le agradecería mucho y sería una gran ayuda para mi investigación si pudiera 
responder a las preguntas del cuestionario que se encuentran enlistadas a 
continuación. Una vez completado el cuestionario, me lo puede mandar de vuelta por 
e-mail (a.d.rhebergen@umail.leidenuniv.nl). Si tiene dudas o preguntas acerca de la 
investigación, no dude en contactarme. Además, si usted lo desea puede reenviar el 
cuestionario a otras personas que han participado en el proyecto y que quizás 
quisieran compartir sus experiencias. Esto será de gran ayuda para la investigación.  
 
La información que usted me proporcionará sólo la utilizaré para la tesis. Si prefiere 
quedarse anónimo, por favor indíquelo aquí.  
 
 
Su preferencia será respectada y no usaré su nombre en el texto de mi tesis ni en otro 
texto relacionado. Si tiene cualquier otro deseo o solicitud, por favor mándeme un e-
mail y le contestaré.  
 
Muchas gracias por su tiempo. 
 
 
 
Información general 
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Nombre:  
Año de nacimiento:  
Hombre/Mujer 
 
¿En cuál país nació? 
 
¿Se considera a sí mismo como perteneciente a un pueblo indígena? En caso 
afirmativo, ¿por qué? ¿De qué pueblo indígena pertenece? 
 
¿Cuál es su profesión? 
 
¿Cuál era su rol en el proyecto? 
 
 
 
El sitio  
Antes de que participara usted mismo en el proyecto, ¿cuál era su opinión del [sitio 
arqueológico de Ch’isi / sitio arqueológico de Lakaya / sitio de arte rupestre de 
Lajasmayu? ¿Qué significó para usted? ¿Lo ha considerado como un sitio 
importante? ¿Por qué? 
 
A lo largo del proyecto, se tuvieron que tomar decisiones acerca de la administración 
del sitio [arqueológico / arqueológico / de arte rupestre] y su uso futuro. ¿Había 
diferentes puntos de vista entre los diversos participantes sobre estas decisiones? ¿En 
qué consistían estas diferencias? 
 
¿Cambió su propio punto de vista o cambiaron sus ambiciones acerca de la 
administración y desarrollo del sitio a lo largo del proyecto? En caso afirmativo, 
¿respecto a qué? 
 
 
 
Legislación 
¿Conocía la legislación boliviana en el campo de administración de patrimonio 
arqueológico mientras participaba en el proyecto? En caso negativo, ¿por qué no? En 
caso afirmativo, ¿qué sabía de esta legislación? 
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¿Cuál era su conocimiento acerca de los derechos de los pueblos indígenas y el 
desarrollo de los proyectos de patrimonio como en el que usted participaba? 
 
¿Cómo ha afectado la legislación boliviana con respecto a los proyectos de 
patrimonio las prácticas en el proyecto de [Ch’isi / Lakaya / Lajasmayu]?  
 
 
 
El proyecto 
¿En qué medida han sido involucrados los pueblos originarios locales en el proyecto? 
¿Qué implicaba su participación? 
 
¿Cómo ha sido presentado el proyecto en los medios de comunicación? 
 
¿Cuándo y quién tomó la iniciativa de involucrar a otras personas en el proyecto? 
¿Quiénes eran los nuevos participantes en el proyecto? 
 
¿Cuáles eran los objetivos más importantes de esta participación? 
 
¿En cuáles etapas del proyecto participaban los arqueólogos así como los pueblos 
originarios locales? Por favor describa de cada etapa en qué manera se llevaba a cabo 
la participación.  
 
¿Cómo valoriza la participación? 
 
¿Cuáles fueron los éxitos de la participación? 
 
¿Cuáles eran las dificultades de la participación? 
 
 
 
Otra vez le agradezco por su tiempo! 
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Appendix II Questionnaire Chávez 
 
Background information 
Name: Sergio J. Chavez 
Year of birth: October 27, 1954 
Man / Female: Male 
 
In which country were you born?   
Peru 
 
Do you consider yourself to be indigenous? If yes, why? To which indigenous group 
do you belong?   
I am a Mestizo (Spanish and Inca ancestry), I am a fluent speaker and writer in the 
Quechua language, and maintain many Inca cultural traditions. 
 
What is your profession?  
I have a Ph.D. in Anthropology/Archaeology (Michigan State University, USA). 
 
What was your role in the project?  
I am the co-founder (with my late wife Dr. Karen L. Mohr Chavez), and director of 
the “Yaya-Mama Archaeology Project” in the Lake Titicaca Basin of Peru and 
Bolivia. 
 
 
The site 
Before your involvement in the project, how did you see the Ch’isi archaeological 
site? What did it mean to you? Did you consider it an important site? Why? 
The site of Ch’isi is at the top of a hill facing Lake Titicaca and it was regarded as a 
sacred spot by the local native Aymara-speaking people.  When we first arrived to the 
site, there was a concave depression in the middle and a portion of an ancient stone 
sculpture was visible on the west side.  Surface surveys showed mainly Yaya-Mama 
style pottery fragments dispersed at the top and some on the surrounding stone 
terraces, which were related to materials pertaining to an ancient occupation known 
as the Yaya-Mama Religious Tradition (ca. 800BC-AD 200).  Hence, we considered 
it to be an important site and we began to obtain funds for excavation, along with  the 
official permits from the Bolivian authorities in La Paz.  At that time there were not 
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many sites belonging to this tradition on the Copacabana Peninsula (most were 
located in the northern and southern portions of the Titicaca Basin). 
 
During the project, decisions had to be made regarding the management of the 
archaeological site and its future use. Where there any differences in views amongst 
the different participants about these decisions? What were these differences? 
Before the excavations, we trained and incorporated the native people in the 
community as field workers (ranging from 30 to 40 people every day), and performed 
the traditional ceremony to ask Mother Earth’s “permission.” After spending 14 
months excavating the entire site, we discovered extensive remains of a stone-lined 
semi-subterranean temple with an entrance flanked by two slabs (one was the 
decorated slab which was partially visible on the surface), as well as many human 
burials, abundant Yaya-Mama materials, and an Inca period offering of two gold 
llamas and two silver figurines representing a male (Yaya) and female (Mama) 
personages.  After the extensive excavations, there were two possibilities: cover the 
entire site with the excavated soil, or leave it open for subsequent consolidation and 
reconstruction of the semi-subterranean temple.  After extensive conversations with 
the community and the national authorities in La Paz, it was decided to follow the 
second alternative, with the possibility of bringing an economic benefit to the local 
community through the establishment of a site museum and tourism.   
 
One of the major problems was the fact that the site was in private property.  
Subsequently, we purchased the land with our money, then the property title was 
legally turned to the local community, and we began to consolidate and reconstruct 
the four stone walls and entrance to the temple, and place a floor pipe to drain the 
water during the rainy season.  Another problem was the negative attitude expressed 
by the local Protestant groups, who are not just dividing the people and families from 
the traditional Catholic and native religions, but are also against participating in the 
festivities associated to Virgin Mary, saints, and sacred places.  In many 
opportunities, some members of such Protestant denominations have attempted to 
destroy the walls of the archaeological temple – we heard that they thought that we 
were trying to compete with them by introducing another religious belief, and they 
also thought that the word “religious” in the title of our project was the evidence for 
our attempt to introduce a new religious denomination.  These problems brought 
additional conflicts between the local Catholics and Protestant groups, as well as 
those who understood our archaeological/scientific concerns and plans to benefit the 
entire community via the establishment of a museum and tourism. 
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Since then, extensive research has been carried out to date the site, and study all the 
materials with the participation of well-known Bolivian and United States specialists 
in the fields of Geology, Paleobotany, Paleozoology, Archaeology, and Human 
Biology.  Meanwhile, the community has also collaborated by donating land for a 
museum at the foothill of the site, and constructing a large room for the storage and 
displays of materials.  We are currently trying to find financial support in the United 
States to buy display cases, electric lights, and the display of materials and poster 
texts.  
 
Did your views and ambitions regarding the management and development of the site 
change during the project? If yes, why and in what way? 
As indicated above, our original plan was to follow the usual process of covering the 
excavated structures with the excavated soil.  Then, in consultation with the local and 
national authorities it was decided to consolidate and reconstruct, and make it 
available as a source of income for the local community of Ch’isi with the 
development of a site museum and invite the visit of national and international 
tourists. 
 
 
Legislation 
Were you familiar with the Bolivian legislation in the field of archaeological heritage 
management at the time of the project? If no, how come? If yes, what did you know 
about this legislation? 
I was familiar with the Bolivian legislation from the beginning of our project in 1992.  
Such legislation stipulate the requirements to obtain the excavation and surface 
survey permits, and additional requirements to obtain permits for the exportation of 
archaeological samples for further study and analysis in the United States.  As an 
international project, I was also responsible for obtaining the funds to be used in 
excavations, analysis, processing, classification, documentation, study of all the 
excavated materials with the participation of specialists in the natural sciences, and 
writing up the preliminary reports for the Bolivian authorities and the funding 
institutions in the United States (such as the National Geographic Society).  We also 
incorporated archaeology students from Bolivia, Peru, and the United States who 
benefited from the opportunity to gain first-hand knowledge and experience in the 
field and laboratory.  The Bolivian authorities were also informed that the processing, 
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study, and temporary housing of materials were located in our center of operations 
situated in the nearby city of Copacabana. 
 
What was your knowledge regarding the rights of indigenous people and the 
development of heritage projects such as the one you were involved in? 
When we began our research projects, the archaeological legislation in Bolivia did 
not incorporate the interests or concerns of the local indigenous people, nor the 
development of heritage projects.  However, as a second-generation archaeologists 
(my father was an archaeologist and disciple of Julio C. Tello, and conducted many 
research projects in Peru such as at the well-known site of Machu Picchu), I was 
aware of and dedicated to the preservation of ancient remains as a source of cultural 
identity for the indigenous people (to which I also feel to be associated).  Hence, it 
was because of this kind of background that I had a strong interest in making Ch’isi a 
part of the rights of indigenous people to inherit and protect their patrimony. 
 
How did the Bolivian legislation related to heritage projects affect the practices at 
the Ch’isi project? 
As indicated above, there was no explicit legislation dealing with heritage projects.  
So, with the direct participation of our Bolivian co-Investigator (Eduardo Pareja 
Sinanis), we were able to develop a new or additional agreement (different from the 
agreements approved and signed with the Bolivian government), in which we 
indicated the importance of preserving the national patrimony for the present and 
future generations, the need to keep the materials in the communities of origin (in the 
past, all the valuable materials were sent to La Paz), and if an archaeological site had 
a touristic potential we were going to find ways to compensate the property owners.  
Since then, I have been informed that the national authorities now require similar 
agreements to be approved and signed with local communities where archaeological 
excavations are conducted. 
 
 
The project 
To what extent have local indigenous people been involved in the project? What did 
this entail? 
Local indigenous people were always involved since the beginning of our projects in 
Bolivia.  Their participation include being field workers paid with weekly salaries, 
instruction on the methods and techniques of archaeological work (surface surveys, 
excavation, and processing of materials in the laboratory), and attending conferences 
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to inform them about the research procedures related to the documentation and study 
of materials.  We were also able to select the brightest, dedicated, and capable people 
to receive further instruction and become filed and laboratory assistants of our 
project.  Since then, those selected people have been accompanying us and 
participating in other projects where they can also help in the instruction of new 
people (including our students). 
 
How has the project been presented in the media? 
The results of our project have been presented in several academic articles and 
conferences in national and international institutions.  In addition, Ch’isi has been 
incorporated in many public conferences organized by the Ministry of Education in 
La Paz, radio, and television interviews.   As a result, the site of Ch’isi is now known 
in national and international academic circles, including listings in tourist brochures 
as one of the most important sites pre-dating the Tiahuanaco civilization by more 
than 1000 years. 
 
When and by whom was the initiative taken to involve other people into the project? 
Who were these new participants in the project? 
The initiative to incorporate other people in our project began in 1992 with my late 
wife (Archaeologist Karen L. Mohr Chavez) and myself.  It took a long time to seek 
the participation of specialists who had the interest and commitment to devote a large 
portion of their research to the study and analyses of our materials.  Hence, through 
the years, most of them have actually come to our center of operations in Copacabana 
and/or sent their graduate students to carry out the studies and selection of samples 
for further research.  The list of the specialists in our project in Bolivia include: 
 
Dr. Dale Hutchinson, Human Biologist (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill). 
Dr. Robert Thompsom, Paleobotanist (University of Minnesota). 
Dr. Deborah Pearsall, Paleobotanist (University of Missouri). 
Dr. Susan deFrance, Paleozoologist (University of Florida at Gainesville). 
Dr. Plinio Velasco Ayaviri (Geological Institute of Bolivia in La Paz). 
Dr. Catherine Julien, Ethnohistorian – recently diseased (Western Michigan 
University) 
Sara Juengst, Osteologist (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill) 
Stanislava Chavez, History of Religions (formerly at the Jagellonian University in 
Krakow, Poland). 
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(Note: The list of the all the Aymara head workers “maestros” and informants are 
listed in my article “Integrating Local Communities in an Archaeological Protect” 
2008). 
 
What were the main goals of this involvement? 
The main goal of the project specialists is to help document the biological and 
cultural adaptations and characteristics of the newly defined Yaya-Mama Religious 
Tradition in the Lake Titicaca Basin (ca. 800 BC-AD 200), as well as the continuities 
of some elements of the tradition into Tiahuanaco, Huari, Inca, Colonial, and modern 
times. 
 
In which stages of the project were both archaeologists and local indigenous people 
involved? Please describe for each stage the way involvement took form. 
Their involvement has been diverse, and includes fieldworkers and our co-
Investigator participating under my (and late wife) direction in surface surveys and 
reconnaissance to collect materials to be used in the identification of sites from 
different periods for further excavation.  Excavations were also carried out with the 
participation of our co-Investigator, students, and local fieldworkers under my 
supervision and help from field assistants, and include excavation of sites following 
the natural/cultural levels, sifting the soil in screens, collecting soil samples for 
flotation, measuring and drawing diagnostic materials during excavation, carrying out 
ethnoarchaeological experiments, and instructing new field workers in the native 
Aymara language.  Work in the laboratory was carried out with the participation of 
selected indigenous people under my (and late wife) supervision to wash/clean 
artifacts, classification of materials, numbering each artifact; gluing and 
reconstructing pottery vessels, place in marked bags and boxes the materials, and 
making an inventory of artifacts. 
 
How would you value the involvement? 
The involvement was the main reason for the success of our research project in 
Ch’isi.  Without their positive support and involvement it would have been 
impossible to achieve the excavation of the entire temple with literally thousands of 
artifacts and close to 100 human burials.  Likewise, making the topographic map of 
the site, as well as the plans of each of the cultural levels with their associated 
materials, and processing such abundant materials was made possible thanks to their 
patience, dedication, and interest in our project objectives. 
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What were the successes of the involvement? 
The successes can be measured by the generation of well excavated and processed 
materials which became the main source to identify, date, and document the first 
public architecture in the region, where temples became the focus of integration and 
interaction of diverse people for the first time in the Copacabana Peninsula.  Such 
materials have also served well in the analyses carried out by project specialists, and 
in the generation of several conferences and publication of articles.  In addition, the 
initial information obtained at Ch’isi has served to identify other similar sites and 
compare the materials at the regional level which include the entire Lake Titicaca 
Basin of Peru and Bolivia. 
 
What were the difficulties of the involvement? 
One main difficulty was to train and educate the indigenous people on the importance 
of preserving and studying the archaeological remains.  When we first arrived in 
1992, only a handful of the people had finished their high school education, and most 
were illiterate.  Hence, any lengthy explanation made to them of the scientific 
procedures and/or goals of our project were not completely understood.  For a long 
time, their stereotypes and misunderstandings of the archaeological work prevailed, 
such as their perception that we were there only to get gold and become rich.  Hence, 
it was because of this kind of shortcomings that my late wife and I decided to 
establish the Bi-lingual and Bi-Cultural Adult Education Program aimed at teaching 
them how to write and read the Spanish and Aymara languages, making available all 
the textbooks in both languages, as well as obtain a high school diploma with the 
support of the Catholic Church, the Ministry/Department of Education in La Paz, and 
funds used from our own savings. 
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Appendix III Questionnaire Strecker 
 
Background information 
Name: Matthias Strecker 
Year of birth: 28-12-1950 
Man / Female: male 
 
In which country were you born?  
Germany 
 
Do you consider yourself to be indigenous? If yes, why? To which indigenous group 
do you belong?  
No 
 
What is your profession?  
Teacher – I participated in the nproject in my capacity as active member of SIARB 
 
What was your role in the project? 
Coordinator together with Lic. Freddy Taboada, President of SIARB 
 
The site 
Before your involvement in the project, how did you see the Lajasmayu rock art site? 
What did it mean to you? Did you consider it an important site? Why? 
I have known the site since 1983, undoubtedly it is one of the most important 
Bolivian rock art sites. I was impressed when I first saw it though I had already seen 
many rock art sites in Europe and Mexico. 
 
During the project, decisions had to be made regarding the management of the rock 
art site and its future use. Were there any differences in views amongst the different 
participants about these decisions? What were these differences? 
 
There were no differences among the SIARB team, however there were differences 
and even conflict with 2 influential members of the community of Lajasmayu 
involved in the project, and between the community and the municipality. 
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Did your views and ambitions regarding the management and development of the site 
change during the project? If yes, why and in what way? 
The principal SIARB members involved in the project were Freddy Taboada 
(coordinator, conservator), Matthias Strecker (coordinator), Claudia Rivera 
(archaeological research), and Pilar Lima (training courses for future guides), Rosario 
Saavedra (responsible for keeping up the contacts with the municipality and the 
community) have always been in complete agreement according to our objectives and 
strategy: that members of the local community received training, and that the 
community and the municipality had to come to an agreement regarding the 
management of the site taking into account our guidelines . We came to realize that it 
is not possible for the time being as explained in the enclosed document.  
 
 
Legislation 
Were you familiar with the Bolivian legislation in the field of archaeological heritage 
management at the time of the project? If no, how come? If yes, what did you know 
about this legislation? 
Yes , our team was aware of the very complicated situation – according to the 
constitution and national laws, both the national government (Ministry of Culture) 
and the municipality are responsible for maintaining the archaeological heritage. We 
are also aware that in practice this does not work. 
 
What was your knowledge regarding the rights of indigenous people and the 
development of heritage projects such as the one you were involved in? 
We are aware of indigenous rights and have always considered the indigenous 
community to be “traditional owners” of the site. 
 
How did the Bolivian legislation related to heritage projects affect the practices at 
the Lajasmayu project? 
There is no clear guideline by the State, there is no Heritage Law (for at least the last 
10 years it is in preparation). Our project was nominally backed up by the Ministry of 
Culture which, however, let us proceed without interfering in our work. Our project 
was the result of an agreement (Convenio interinstitucional) between the municipality 
and SIARB, with most of the funds coming from the US Government / embassy.  
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The project 
To what extent have local indigenous people been involved in the project? What did 
this entail? 
We held a n umber of consultations and at first the community was in total 
agreement. Members of the community received training. 
 
How has the project been presented in the media? 
Some press information and articles. 
 
When and by whom was the initiative taken to involve other people into the project? 
Who were these new participants in the project? 
No other people – SIARB team, municipality, community 
 
What were the main goals of this involvement? 
 
In which stages of the project were both archaeologists and local indigenous people 
involved? Please describe for each stage the way involvement took form. 
Participation in: meetings (consultation), training courses, assistants in archaeological 
field work (prospección, excavaciones) 
 
How would you value the involvement?  
Very positively. However, 2 influential members of the Lajasmayu community – who 
formed part of the group of local guides that received training -  decided to take 
charge of the construction of infrastructure (pathway for visitors) and wanted to be 
paid an exhorbitant  payment, $US 10.000 which was out of the question as the 
money was not available, and the municipality decided to work with an architect 
instead and constructed the pathway for a fraction of that price. From that moment 
on, these 2 people were no longer interested in the project and made impossible the 
management of the site and an agreement between community and the municipality. 
 
What were the successes of the involvement? 
Training of local guides though finally they did not work. 
 
What were the difficulties of the involvement? 
See above 
